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The purpose of this study was to analyze the
educational impact of the 1987 state standards upon the
elementary and secondary public school districts of
northeast Iowa.

In addition the study gathered

information on the standards with regard to: 1> the
anticipated and proposed changes in school programs and
policy; 2> the short and long-term effects on
cooperative and shared programs <with other districts>,
and on school district reorganization; and 3> the
degree of difficulty for districts in meeting each of
the new standards.

The twenty new standards become

effective July 1, 1989.
Involved in the study were 114 public school
superintendents from the northeast and north-central
quarter of the state of Iowa.

The study examined the

responses of the superintendents from districts of
small, medium, and, large student populations.

A

questionnaire was mailed to survey the superintendents.
Interviews were also conducted with ten percent of the
respondents.

Among the maJor conclusions were the fol lowing:
1. The every-day kindergarten standard, whlch
becomes effective in 1992, was selected by
superintendents as having the greatest Impacts on the
existing school programs.

This standard was viewed as

especially difficult for the large and medium-sized
school districts.
2. A majority of the superintendents indicated

that it would not be a hardship to meet the
requirements of the new educational standards.
3. There was a significant dlfference between the
small, medium, and large-school superintendents on the
degree of dlfficulty in meeting nearly one-half of the
standards.

In nearly every new standard, the small

school districts reported more difficulty than the
other two superintendent groups.

The medium-school

superintendents also reported more difficulty than the
large-school superintendents on nearly all of the
standards.
4. Nearly one-half of the superintendents
indicated that there would be long-range effects on
their school district with regard to reorganization,
consolldatlon, or cooperative and shared programs as a
result of the new standards.
5. The major concern of superintendents regarding
the new standards was the added financial costs
resulting from implementation of the standards.
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION
In 1983, the National Commission on Excel Jenee in
Education stated

11

0ur Nation ls at c-isk.

If an

unfriendly foreign power had attempted to Impose on
America the mediocre educational performance that
exists today, we might wel 1 have viewed it as an act of
war.

As it stands, we have al lowed this to happen to

ourse 1 ves.

11

Since that time education has been a high pc-iority
in the nation.

Thic-ty governors have named school

refoc-m commissions, numerous state legislatures have
enacted programs, and the public;s attitude towards
education, in general, has changed.

As a result, more

constructive action on behalf of public education has
taken place than during any comparable period in our
c-ecent history.
In the state of Iowa, the impact was not as
immediate.

Educators reacted confidently that the

state/s high ranking in achievement test scores,
graduation rates, and literacy rates proved that
excellence in education stil I existed in Iowa.

Despite

that c-eaction by many educators, the Iowa legislature
responded by establishing a task force that released a
1984 report entitled, First in the Nation in Education
1

2

cFINE>.

The FINE report stated that the present

educational system was good, but by implementing a
considerable number of changes it could become
excel Jent.
When the report was released, fifty-four percent
of Iowa/s 436 public school districts had fewer than
600 students and three-fourths of the districts had
less than one thousand students.

In response to that

report. the Iowa legislature mandated the development
of new educational standards for approved schools in
the state.
Steps and Implementation Dates of the New Standards
It was the responsibility of the State Board of
Education to update the current school standards, which
have been in effect since 1967.

The former state

director of the Department of Education, Robert Benton,
established a committee which worked for 18 months to
develop the new standards.

Included in the group were:

representatives of the Iowa Association of School
Administrators, the Educational Administrators of Iowa,
the Iowa Association of School Boards, the Iowa State
Education Association, Iowa Congress of Parents and
Teachers, the Iowa Association of Colleges for Teacher
Education, the Iowa Association for Supervision and
Curriculum Development, and non-public schools in Iowa.

3

Iowa legislators and State Board members also worked
with the committee.
After completion, the new standards were explained
at sixteen informational meetings held around the state
In the month of April, 1987.

The State Board of

Education accepted written comments on the proposal
through the month of May and officially adopted the
standards in June.

The standards were then discussed

by a legislative rules committee and the subject of
five public hearings in July and August, 1987.
Iowa schools must meet the new standards by July
1, 1989, or risk losing accreditation.

A new

accreditation process will enforce the standards.

The

procedures, which are still being developed, will focus
on data collection and on-site review.

Public schools

that do not meet the standards wll l be given time to
adjust their programs, but could then be attached to a
neighboring district.

In addition to the 1989

requirements, all public school districts must
establish every-day kindergarten programs by July 1,
1992.
Ma.ior Changes of the New Standards
The new standards can be classlf led into three
distinct categories.

First, those concerning school

board requirements; second, those dealing with specific

4

curriculum changes; and third, those requirements that
specify programs concerned with student needs.
Board Policies
Several of the standards are designed to ensure
that local school boards take a hard look at the
purposes, goals, and results of their educational
system.

Boards would be required to conduct needs

assessments, develop short and long-range plans and
goals for their schools, and write philosophy
statements.

Each board would be required to evolve

procedures for developing, implementing, and evaluating
its total curriculum, including methods of monitoring
student progress.

Policies on student responsibility

and discipline, and on the use of instructional time
for students would also be required.
Student Needs
Several of the new standards focus on meeting
student needs in new ways.

The standards would require

each school to have a program for gifted and talented
students; a properly staffed K-12 guidance program; and
programs to meet the needs of

11

at-risk 11 students.

Curriculum
Approved schools would be required to offer and
teach a minimum of 41 units, or yearlong courses, ln

5

grades 9-12, as compared to the 27 units required under
current standards.

A specific number of units for each

subJect area would be required.

Physics and

chemistry

would have to be taught annually, as well as four units
in one foreign language.

Kindergarten would be

required to operate a minimum of 180 days durlng the
school year.

The school calendar would be a minimum of

200 days - 180 days of classroom instruction and 20
days for staff In-service and other activities.

The

standards also set the minimum length of the school day
at five and one-half hours of instructional time.

Local District Concerns Due to the New Standards
The implementation of the new educational
standards In Iowa schools has been a major area of
concern for local school administrators and board
members.

Financial concerns have been numerous.

The

cost of employing additional personnel to meet the more
stringent requirements for administration, elementary
guidance, and media programs have been maJor concerns.
Additional transportation and staff costs for new
kindergarten program changes, as well as new course and
staff requirements, were also sources of future budget
Increases.

6

Job security was also a factor as the new
standards may wel 1 have far-reaching effects on the
verY existence of non-public schools. public school
systems. and rural Iowa communities.

Opponents. such

as the Rural Schools of Iowa organization Indicated
that many long-lasting educational traditions and
organizations are threatened by the new educational
standards.
Statement of the Problem
The problem In this study was to determine and
assess the views of the public school superintendents
of northeast Iowa regarding the new school standards.
While assessing the views. lt also assessed what
actions have already started. what was planned. and
which standards presented the most difficulty for local
educators.
The study focused on these questions:
1.

How do the public school superintendents view the

new educational standards?

Do they perceive the new

educational standards as having a great positive or
negative Impact on the existing school program in the
district?
2.

Which of the new standards will have the greatest

impact on the overall existing school program in the
subject/s district?

7

3.

How much difficulty will the districts have in

meeting the new standards?
4.

What school district actions are anticipated or

planned. and what has already taken place to meet the
requirements of the new standards dealing with school
board requirements?

Student needs requirements?

Curriculum requirements?
5.

What specific plan of action and time table have

been established by the subJects to meet the
requirements of the new standards?
6.

Do the subJects perceive their district a>

reorganizing with another district. or b> entering into
a cooperative or shared program with another district.
prior to the implementation of the new standards?
7.

What long-range effects on school district

reorganization will take place due to the new
standards?
8.

To what extent will differences exist with respect

to the above dimensions of new standards from districts
with populations of fewer than 500 students?
districts with populations of 500-999 students?

Of
Of

districts with populations of 1000 or more students?
Purposes of the Study

8

Chapter three of the Iowa Admlnlstrative Code
outlines the school standards. whlch are the mlnlmum
requirements that must be met by the Iowa public school
districts to be accredited and remain in operation.
The general purposes of this study are to determine and
assess:

a) the impact of the new standards on local

districts: b) the anticipated and proposed changes ln
school programs and policy: and c) the short and longterm implications of the new standards to the 114
public school districts in northeast Iowa.
The specific purposes of this study are:
1.

To determine if the superintendents perceive the

new educational standards as having a great positive or
negative impact on the existing school program in their
district.
2.

To determine which of the new standards will have

the greatest impact on the overall existing school
programs in the subjects/ district.
3.

To determine the degree of difficulty the subJects

perceive their district will have in meeting each of
the new educational standards.
4.

To determine what changes have already taken place

ln local districts in order to meet the requirements of
the new standards with regard to:

9

s.

a.

School boaLd LequlLements.

b.

Student needs LequiLements.

c.

CULLlculum LequlLements.

To deteLmine what actions aLe anticipated OL

planned by school dlstLlcts in oLdeL to meet the
LequlLements of the new standaLds with LegaLd to:

6.

a.

School boaLd LequiLements.

b.

Student needs LequiLements.

c.

CuLLiculum LequlLements.

To deteLmine the specific plan of action and time

table which the subjects have establ lshed to meet the
LequlLements of the new educational standaLds.
7.

To deteLmlne if the subjects peLcelve theiL

dlstLlct as taking action PLlOL to the implementation
of the new standaLds to:
a.

ReoLganize with anotheL dlstLlct.

b.

PaLtlclpate ln a coopeLative OL shaLed PLOQLam
with anotheL distLict<s>.

8.

To deteLmine what long-Lange effects on school

distLlct LeOLganlzatlon will take place due to the new
educational standaLds as viewed by the subjects.

10
9.

To determine with respect to al 1 of the above

dimensions of the new standards. the extent of
differences between the respondents from:
a.

Public school districts with populations of
fewer than 500 students.

b.

Public school districts with populations of
500-999 students.

c.

Public school districts with populations of
1000 or more students.
Need for the Stydy

Since public school superintendents are ultimately
responsible for the education of all students In their
respective school districts. the short and long-range
effects of the new school standards are maJor concerns
to them.

The need exists for an In-depth study to

determine the current thinking of educators towards the
changing school standards.

How the local

superintendents view these changes and what future
actions they take will have a major effect on the shape
of Iowa's education in the 1990's.

As key educational

leaders. the direction they take to meet the challenges
and implications ls critical.

The overall Impact of

the new standards on their school district ls equally
Important.

These changing standards may have a major

lnf luence on future school district reorganization and

11

conso1ldatlon and the possible elimination of some
existing pub1lc schoo1 systems.
Limitations of the Study
The fol lowing limitations of the study are to be
noted:
1.

This study involved the ana1ysis of the educational

impact of the 1987 Iowa Department of Education school
standards as viewed by the public school
superintendents of northeast Iowa.

A survey instrument

was designed and mal1ed to the 114 public school
superintendents.

The restriction of the population of

the study to this public was clearly a limiting factor.
The inclusion of the entire state of Iowa ln the study
would have provided additional pertinent information.
However. the public school districts located In the
northeast and north-central quarter of Iowa do
represent an adequate cross-section of the entire
state.

The Inclusion of the presidents of boards of

education, prlncipa1s.

teachers~

and parents would have

furnished additional pertinent information.

However.

according to the stated purposes of the study. the
superintendents could best supply the speclf ic
information desired.
2.

The fact that the instrument pre-supposes a certain

familiarity with a given termino1ogy regarding the
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nature of the study was also a limitation of the study.
BY using a malled survey to secure the views of
superintendents. the survey results were dependent upon
the perceptivity of the respondents and the willingness
of the respondents to complete the questionnaire.

The

validity of the items included in the instrument and
the over-al 1 construction of the instrument were also
factors.

The personal interview technique. conducted

with more than 10 percent of the respondents. did
reduce the effects of this limitation as this allowed
for a more in-depth investigation of the subject.

The

superintendent were knowledgeable of the subject of the
study but the recent revisions and adaptations by the
state legislature may have resulted in some confusion.
A pilot study of twenty superintendents. central office
administrators. area education agency personnel. and
educators from school districts in Iowa was conducted
to test the validity of the survey instrument prior to
the main study.

The suggestions received from this

group of educators were extremely helpful in the
addition. revision. and deletion of a number of
specific questionnaire items.
3.

A third limitation of the study was that the survey

nature of the study made it necessary to limit the
scope of the investigation to a given number of
alternatives.

The necessity of constructing a survey
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instrument which would not require an excessive amount
of tlme for the respondents to complete. while still

adequately securing the needed information. was a
limiting consideration.

"Forced choice" responses to

all of the items were also a practical requirement with
the large population Involved.

To partially al levlate

this criticism. space was provided on the survey form
for respondents to comment on the effects of the new
educational standards mentioned in the questionnaire as
well as any other alternatives which were not mentioned
in the questionnaire.
4.

In this survey of the views of superintendents

regarding the educational impact of the new school
standards, the respondents were not specifically asked
whether they favored or opposed all of the new
educational standards. In some respects. the omission
of these fundamental questions could be considered a
limitation of the study.

The rationale for excluding

questions as "Do you favor or oppose the new
educational standards? 11 was as follows.

Many public

school superintendents appeared to have strong opinions
concerning the new educational standards.

These

respondents could reply rather easily with a "Yes" or
11

No 11 answer. but the same number of respondents would

object to such questions which contained no qualifying
elements.

Many of the superintendents might oppose or
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favor some of the new standards but not all of the
standards.

Therefore. since such direct questions

might be difficult for many of the respondents to
answer and their response subject to interpretation.
questions of such a direct nature were not included ln
the questionnaire.

The respondents were asked to

indicate their agreement or disagreement to two general
statements.

11

The new educational standards wi I 1 have a

great positive impact on the existing school program in
your district" and

11

The new educational standards will

have a great negative impact on the existing school
program In your district."

Further. such direct

questions might be threatening to superintendents who
were promised in the cover letter of the questionnaire
that their answers would be held in strict confidence
and that no attempt would be made to identify them.
Such dirP.ct questions might suggest to the respondents
that obtaining such information might be the real
purpose of the entire study.

It was decided that ample

evidence of what impact the new educational standards
might have on the respondents and school districts
could be obtained in a less threatening manner.
Design of the Study
Procedures
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S~lectlon

of the Sublects

The subjects lo this study are from the 114 publ le
school districts lo northeast and north-central Iowa.
This geographic area comprises that part of the State
of Iowa which ls bounded on the east by the Mlssissippl
River; on the north by the State of Minnesota; on the
west by the western boundaries of the counties of
Winnebago, Hancock. Wright, Hamilton. and Story; and on
the south by the southern boundaries of the counties of
Story. Marshall. Tama, Benton. Linn, Jones. and
Jackson.

These 114 districts represent a total of 26

percent of the 436 public school districts in the state
of Iowa.

The subjects Included the superintendents of

these 114 school districts.

For the purposes of this

study the subjects were divided into three general
subgroups:
1.

Superintendents from districts with student
populations of fewer than 500 students CGroup

A>.
2.

Superintendents from districts with student
populations of 500-999 students CGroup B>.

3.

Superintendents from districts with student
populations of 1000 or more students CGroup

C>.
A listing of the public school districts located
ln the thirty county area of northeast and
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north-central Iowa. with the enrollment for the
1987-1988 school year can be found In Table A-1. A-2,

and A-3 ln Appendix A.

These 114 school districts

include rural and urban school systems with student
populations ranging from 132 in the Steamboat Rock
Community School District to 17.348 ln the Cedar Rapids
Community School District.

The source for obtaining

the enrol Jments and names of the public school
superintendents involved in this study was

the~

Educational Directory. 1987-1988 School Year.
Development of the Survey Form
The information foe th ls study was collected by
use of a questionnaire developed by the welter and the
interview process.

The survey technique was used ln

order to collect information from a large number of
public school superintendents.

The items foe the

questionnaire were developed by the writer after
extensive study of the proposed new educational
standards. which were adopted by the Iowa Department of
Education on May 8, 1987.

Further study of current

literature on this subject and recent research projects
dealing with new standards and educational reforms
throughout the nation, were also helpful in developing
the items of the questionnaire.

17

The questionnaire was field tested by a group of
twenty public school educators.

This group consisted

of three superintendents. five area education agency
staff members. four representatives of educational
interest groups. two Department of Education staff
members. and six school administrators.

This group

reviewed and criticized the questionnaire for its
length, format. clarity, and content validity, and
offered suggestions as to the readability of the
individual Items and the advisability of adding,
changing. or eliminating items.
Format of the Questionnaire
The first page of the questionnaire was a cover letter
which described the purpose of the study and asked for
the cooperation of the recipients in promptly
completing the questionnaire.

The Jetter emphasized

that all answers would be held in strict confidence and
that no attempt would be made to identify any of the
respondents.

The importance of the study was also

stressed to the recipients since the results would
provide Insight into the overal I effects of the new
standards on existing school programs in Iowa.

A page

with two letters was enclosed, the first from the
Executive Director of the School Administrators of Iowa
(SAI>. the second from the

Northeast Iowa Chairman of
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the Rural Schools of Iowa CRSI).

Both letters

encouraged the superintendents to cooperate with the
studY and to consider responding to the questionnaire.
The main part of the questionnaire contained two
sections.

The first section requested information as

to the population of the district. the superintendent/s
total number of years of experience as a
superintendent, and the number of years as
superintendent ln the present district.

A question was

also asked as to whether the superintendent served in
the role of a principal as this was directly affected
by one of the new educational standards.

The second

section of the questionnaire sought information as to
the respondents/ views as to the overall impact, the
plans or changes anticipated by their district. and the
degree of difficulty involved for their district in
complying to each speclf ic new educational standard.
Information Regyested on the Qyestlonnalre.
Part A of the questionnaire asked the respondents to
provide the fol lowing information:

(1) enrollment of

the school district; C2> number of years as
superintendent: C3> number of years as superintendent
in the present district; (4) whether the respondent
also serves as a principal ln addition to the role of
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superintendent; (5) 1f the answer to question number 4
was yes. what, level of principal.
The next section. Part B. contained questions
speclflcal ly aimed at measuring the overall impact of
the new standards; the degree of difficulty in meeting
the standards: and the changes, plans, and anticipated
shared programs or reorganizations for the respective
districts.
The Likert-type scale was used for a majority of
the questions with respondents having a choice of
answers on a five point scale varying from

11

No

difficulty 11 to "Great hardship" and from "Strongly
agree" to "Strongly disagree."

The respondents were

asked to identify which of the new standards would have
a great impact on the existing educational program in
their district and to identify the three standards
which would have the greatest impact.
were also encouraged to attach any

The respondents

pl~n;

list any

changes already made; and to answer questions
concerning long-range effects with regard to
reorganization, consolidation. or cooperative and
shared programs.

A space was provided to add any

additional comments regarding the effects of the new
educational standards on their school district.
A copy of the questionnaire used in this study can
be found in Appendix B.
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Ihe Interview Process
The lntervlew provided a more in-depth,
comprehensive look at the overall Impact of the new
standards as viewed by the sample group.

In addition

to verifying the results of the survey. the interview
provided the opportunity to probe more deeply into what
was the major impact of the new standards.

The

interview also al lowed for a more detailed analysis of
the impact and more specific information as to future
plans. programs, and directions.
The interview process involved approximately ten
percent of the respondents.

A total of twelve

respondents were interviewed. four from each of the
three subgroups.

The superintendents who were

Interviewed represented a cross-section of the
respondents with regard to administrative experience
and the length of years as superintendent at their
present district, as well as the size of their
district.

A table of random numbers was used to select

the two more-experienced and the two lesser-experienced
superintendents to interview from each subgroup.
Charles

Hopkins~

Understanding Educational Research was

the source used for that selection.

Collection of the Data
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The questionnaires were mailed on April 11. 1988.
A stamped reply envelope addressed to the investigator
was sent with each questionnaire.

Respondents were

asked to return the completed questionnaire as soon as
possible.

On April 28. 1988, a fol low-up post card was

sent to al 1 superintendents who had not responded,
urging them to complete and return the questionnaire.
Questionnaire Returns
Questionnaires were sent to the 114 public school
superintendents of northeast and north-central Iowa.
Questionnaires returned by superintendents numbered 86
or 75 percent response.

The number of questionnaires

that were malled. and the number and percent of
questionnaires that were returned from the
superintendents are shown by population groups in Table
1.

Interviews were conducted by telephone between May
23 and May 31, 1988.

The length of the interviews

varied from ten to twenty minutes.
Treatment of the Data
As the returns were received from the
superintendents. the information on the survey forms
was recorded.
tabulated.
computed.

Frequencies for every response were then

Percentages of selected responses were also
To compare the results of the responses to
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Table 1
Public School Superintendents of Northeast Iowa Who Completed and
Returned the Survey Instrument, by Number and Per Cent

PUBLIC SCHOOL SUPERINTENDENTS
Group A:
Group B:
Group C:
Smal I
Medi um-s lzed Large
Districts Districts
Districts
<N=28)
<N=34)
<N=24>

Total
<N=86)

Total Number of
Questionnaires
Mailed

41

43

30

114

Total Number of
Questionnaires
Completed and
Returned

28

34

24

86

68.3

79.1

80.0

75.4

Per Cent
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the questionnaire. the frequencies of the responses
were changed to percentages.

The analyses Involved the

comparison of the responses for the three subgroups of
respondents, which were determined by the student
population of the school district.

A group mean was

calculated for the responses on the survey.

An

analysis of variance <ANOVA> was used to determine
relationship between the three subgroups with regard to
the following factors:
1.

The overall positive and negative impact of
the new educational standards on the existing
school program.

2.

The degree of difficulty involved by the
districts in meeting each of the new
educational standards.

The other analyses in this study are basically
descriptive in nature indicating how the
superintendents responded to each questionnaire item.
Responses to the questionnaire items are reported by
number and percent.

CHAPTER II

REVIEW OF LITERATURE

Introduction
This chapter presents a national overview of the
reform movement with regard to changing educational
standards.

It examines national trends and the recent

reforms of the state of Arkansas, since these changes
are somewhat similar to those of the state of Iowa.

Io

addition, for the state of Iowa. it traces the recent
history of educational reform. the newly mandated
educational standards, school district reorganization
and sharing trends. and reactions to the new standards
by a variety of interest groups.

Summaries of two

previous studies on the new Iowa educational standards
pertinent to this investigation are also included.
A National Overview of the Reform Movement and Changing
Educational Standards
The National Commission on Excellence reports and
the other recent national educational reports have
brought "excellence" to a point where it could rival
Sputnik as a goal for United States education.1

By

lchris Pipho, "States Put Excellence Into Orbit,"
Phi Delta Kappan; September 16, 1987, p. 5-6.
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1984. 250 state task forces had been established to
review present educational practices.2

The majority of

the responsibility for educational change fell upon the
state government.

In the United States in 1984.

there were forty mil lion public school students and
15.000 school districts.

These districts were directed

by 80.000 school trustees and employed 2.1 mil lion
teachers at the cost of $120 billion each year.

As a

result, it became critical for the fifty governors. the
fifty chief state heads <directors of education), and
the 7,000 state legislators to focus their interest
towards education.3

The "New Federalism" of Ronald

Reagan also forced the states into an educational
policy of self-reliance.
As a result, a flurry of educational activity has
taken place at the state legislative level mandating
higher educational standards and requirements.

Many of

the earlier changes were focused at the high school as
the initial reform reports emphasized the need for
improvements at that level.

Since 1980. 45 states and

2Education Commission of the States, A Report by
the Task Force on Education for Economic Growth, Action
in the States: Progress towards Education Renewal,
<Denver, Co. : Ju 1y, 1984), p. 17.
3Denis P. Doyle and Terry W. Hartle. Excellence
in Education: The States Take Charge, American
Enterprise Institution Studies in Education Policy,
<Washington, D.C.: 1985), p. 22.

26

the District of Columbia have altered their high school
graduation requirements, and more than 40 states also
have increased the total number of units required for
graduation.

The average number of units required for

graduation has been raised from 17 to nearly 20, with
the states of Florida and Missouri requiring 24.

At

the same time there has been an increase in the number
of states that provided for a dual-track diploma, that
ls, a college-bound or vocational-technical diploma in
addition to a standard diploma.

Only New York and the

District of Columbia had this requirement in 1980. Now
15 states have such requlrements. 4
The increased state control of education ls also
reflected in the myriad of rules and laws that have an
impact on the high school curriculum, students, and
teachers.

Twenty-one states now mandate the passing of

minimum competency tests in the basic-skill areas prior
to graduation.

Another nine states have implemented

"No Pass, No Play" rules for extra curricular
participation to force students to take academic work
seriously.

Since 1980, math requirements have been

increased in 42 states; science in 36 states;
social studies in 29 states; language arts/English in
18 states; and computer literacy In 10 states.

11

In

4chris Pipho, 11 Changing High School Academic
Standards, 11 Eciucatlon Week, September 16, 1987, p. 27.
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general. it appears that al 1 states are adding more
specificity to high school curricular mandates. 11 5
In a 1986 report Rex Hagens and Leslie Crohn
followed up on an earlier Education Commission of the
States CECS> f lfty-state study on educational reforms.
They found that one of the most prominent approaches to
school improvement was state policy actions.
tended to use three types of actions:

States

1> the

establishment of new or revised state standards; 2> a
re-emphasis on modification of required accreditation
procedures; and 3) special school improvement projects.
State standards and regulations are one of the broad
strategies employed to improve the quality of
education.

This study by ECS has been interested in

curriculum improvement.

It also targeted the content

of curriculum and the assessment of results at both the
district and state levels.

This requires establishing

state standards and regulations for a curriculum that
provides

11

common 1earn i ng 11 for al 1 standards l n an area

of inquiry.

"The center of attention here will be

state standards for what ls to be taught as a state
strategy for school improvement .•.. Research would
suggest that the tighter the connection between state,
district, and building curriculum standards, the higher
5Ibid .• p. 27.
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the likelihood that positive student outcomes will be
achleved." 6
This report also addressed the unresolved issues
of the negative effects of raised standards.

Will

Implementing raised curriculum standards in response to
recent reform commissions and studies result in
increased drop-out rates and more problems with
discipline, violence, and vandalism?7
A 1984 ECS study entitled Education Finance in the
States examined eight states where major educational
reform programs had been adopted.

Although much of the

early refonn action began in the southeast states.
Arkansas, California, Florida, II llnols, South
Carolina, Tennessee, Texas, and Utah were the focus of
this study.

The areas of study included:

1> longer

school days; 2> longer school years; 3> stiffer high
school graduation requirements; 4> testing
requirements; 5> pre-school kindergarten for the
disadvantaged child; and 6) programs for at-risk
students.

Who pays for the reforms was a major focus

of this report.

The authors concluded that the overall

strength of the reforms was based on the state/s fiscal
health, which for the eight states in question was

6Rex Hagans and Leslie Crohn, State Curriculum
Standards as a School Improvement Strategy, Northwest
Regional Educational Laboratory, <Portland, Or.: April,
1986), p. 30.
7Ibid., p. 32.

29

good in 1984.B
Arkansas Educational Reforms
The reform movement that began in 1983 in Arkansas
ls similar to action that has taken place in Iowa.

In

late 1983 a special legislative session in Arkansas
passed a maJor educational reform package funded mainly
by a one percent sales tax increase.

At the time,

Arkansas ranked forty-sixth in the nation in per pupil
expenditures and forty-eighth in average teacher
salaries.
The previous year the Arkansas Supreme Court had
declared the state school f lnance plan
unconstitutional.

The Quality Education Art created a

State Standards Commission to set new standards for the
Arkansas public schools.

Governor 8111 Clinton

appointed his wife as chairperson of the commission.
In early 1984, the Standards Commission made final
recommendation for new standards.

The maJor elements

included:
1.

High school graduation requirements were

increased from 16 to 20 courses.

BAilan Odden and Van Dougherty, Education Finance
in the States: 1984. Education Commission of the
States, <Denver. Co.: June, 1984), p. 41.
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2.

The maximum elementary class size was to be
23.

3.

The school year for students was extended from
175 to 180 days.

4.

The length of the school day was extended from
f lve to f lve and one-half instructional hours.

5.

The teacher contract year was extended from
180 to 190 days.

6.

A minimum competency test was implemented In
the 3rd, 6th, and 8th grade with a passing
grade as a requirement to be promoted to high
school.

7.

Testing of teachers was implemented.

8.

All school districts were required to develop
six-year school improvement plans.

9.

School finance reform was initiated.

10.

Additional funding was provided for extensive
in-service for instructional effectiveness.9

In addition, requirements for district policies on
discipline and homework, elementary guidance staff.
mandatory kindergarten, and increased high school
offerings <from 24 to 38 units) were mandated to be in
place by 1987.10

The 122 separate measures in the

reform legislation included a requirement that if less
than 85 percent of a dlstrict/s students did not meet
the state minimum standard, that district must initiate

9Margaret Goertz, State Edycatiooal Standards:
A Fifty-State Suryey, Educational Testing Service,
<Princeton, N.J.,: January, 1986), p. 141.
10Qdden and Dougherty, p. 41.
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a state-admlnlsteLed school lmpLovement PL09Lam.

Such

measures also were intended to force consolidation of
districts who failed to meet the minimums.
Seventy percent of the funding increase by the
Arkansas legislation was earmarked for teacher
salaries. In the first two years, state aid increased
41 percent while local district revenues also increased
in more than one-third of the state school
distrlcts.11

Specific Reforms - Nationally

The issue of time was the maJor focus for
educational reforms in nearly all of the states.
Forty-nine states addressed the issue of the length of
the school year.

Nearly two-thirds now require

approximately 180 days for students, the other
one-third have increased the length to 175 days or
less.12

A corresponding increase in the number of days

for teachers resulted in Arkansas teachers receiving
ten more contract days and a number of other states
Increasing as many as five more days.

Forty-f lve

states also Increased the length of the school day.

11Goertz, p. 141.
12Ibid., p. 22.
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The most prevalent length was a five to five and
one-half hour day, and the second most prevalent was
six hours or more.

Seven of the eight states in the

1984 ECS study13 (including Arkansas, California,
Texas, and Florida) have lengthened their school day
and school year, but none have had a 20 percent
increase as recommended in some of the national
reports.

Texas attempted to add two hours to the

school day, but that was defeated partially because the
additional costs would have exceeded $300 mil lion.
Florida required all high schools to add a seventh
period to their day but many already had that extra
time. 14
More pay for more work has been the common
practice in adding school time.

As a result,

extensions of time have been modest because longer
extensions are costly.

Instead, many states have

"begun to prescribe the objective and content of a core
curriculum to be taught in the school . 11 15
Special needs students have also received
considerable attention by the nation/s lawmakers.
Nearly all states have addressed the needs of the
talented and gifted student.

Thirty-four states had

set up enrichment programs and summer institutes, and
13odden and Dougherty, p. 23.
14 Ibid. , p. 25.
15Goertz, p. 24.
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eighteen others were considering similar programs.

The

potential "at risk" student was also a major concern.
One of Ohio/s major recommendations cited the need to
serve students who were "unserved or underserved

11

and

also mentioned "dropout and truant prevention
initlatives. 16
11

Alternative education type programs

were frequently required.

Pre-school type programs

similar to Texas/ pre-kindergarten for the
disadvantaged child were mandated in nearly every
state.
The January, 1986, Fifty State Syryey pointed out
how prevalent testing standards were across the nation.
In 1975, no state had a minimum competency requirement.
Forty-two states had implemented student testing
requirements or some type of minimum competency by the
1984-85 school year, and two more were starting
in the fall of 1985.17
The same study showed seventeen states were
testing new teachers, and by 1987 that had increased to
twenty-seven.

Three states at the present time

<Arkansas, Georgia, and Texas) also test veteran
teachers.18

The substance and structure of these

16noyle and Hartle, p. 33.
17 Action in the States:, Progress towards
Education Renewal p. 43.
lBEcrucation Week, Dec. 9, 1987, p. 16.
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requirements vary widely across the country.
Increased state control ls an automatic by-product
of the many new state reforms.

"Excellence plans".

"outcome statements," "on-site evaluations,"
11

performance expectations, 11 and

11

common cur-ricular

goals 11 are all key phrases in much of the reform
legislation.

Kentucky passed the "academic bankruptcy"

bill, which provided state technical assistance to
districts falling to meet state standards.

Districts

that refuse to cooperate were subject to state
intervention and possible removal of local school
officials.

The district was also required to publish

annual performance reports and develop improvement
plans to correct def iciencies.19
Vermont has required assessment of performance and
reports the results to the public.

West Virginia has

established 12 standards and 145 indicators of
educational excel Jenee.

Each district must submit

"excellence plans" annually, and "on-site evaluations"
are required every four years.

In Wyoming, testing was

not required, but the legislature has funded state-wide
assessment by the National Assessment of Educational
Progress <NAEP> at grades 3, 7, and 11.20
The many state reforms have resulted ln a change

19Action in the States:, Progress towards
Education Renewal p. 41.
20Goertz, p. 137.
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of power to the state from the local school districts.
Much more state control has resulted as the reforms
"envision more student homogenization and regulation of
public school norms, standards. and procedures. 11 21
A major concern of local school administrators was
the lack of funds to implement the many reforms.

Many

times, the strength of the reform was based on the
state/s fiscal health.

Of equal concern was the notion

that mandating changes, such as passing a certain test
for graduation or requiring three years of high school
math and science, would result in legitimate
educational reforms.

Forest W. Parkay, a noted

University of Florida professor, stated, "We must avoid
the error of seeking simplistic changes in standards at
the expense of genuine excellence.

On the other hand,

neither must we forget that high educational standards,
intelligently developed and sensitively applied, are
the best investments in our future. 11 22
Hagens and Crohn, in their 1986 review of the
f lfty-state ECS study, referred to the new revised
state standards and regulations as one of three broad
state strategies that are used to improve the quality
of education.

Curriculum improvement was a major area

21ooyle and Hartle, p. 51.
22Forest W. Parkay, "Raising Educational
Standards: What Should It Mean, 11 Clearing House,
February 1986, p. 236.
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of interest in this study.

The targeting of the

content of the curriculum and the assessment of results
at both the district and school levels was critical.
The establishing of state standards and regulations for
a curriculum that provides

11

common learning" for al 1

standards was a special area of need.23
The authors also addressed, as problems yet to be
resolved, the possible negative effects of raising
standards.

The implementation of higher curriculum

standards in response to the recent reform commissions
and studies could easily result in increasing drop-out
rates and related problems such as discipline,
violence, and vandalism.

As a result, the question of

whether new state standards wi 11 have positive effect
for all students, including those generally described
as at-risk, still needs to be answered.
Minimum Educational Standards in Iowa
The state of Iowa also reacted to the call of the
11

Nation at Risk 11 and the other educational reform

reports.

In July, 1983, the Iowa Legislative Council,

an executive committee of the Iowa Legislature, created
the Excellence in Education Task Force.

This body

conducted an in-depth study of the state/s education
system and set an agenda for Iowa education for the
next decade.

On July 28, 1983, the first meeting was

23Hagans and Crohn, p. 9-11.
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held, with members setting up slx subcommittees to work
In six different areas.

Fifty-four individuals served

on the Task Force and after fourteen months the f lnal
report, entitled First lo the Nation in Education
<FINE>, was published in October, 1984.
The f lndlngs of the Task Force stated that Iowa
had a

11

comparatively good kindergarten through grade 12

education system. 24
0

They did not recommend casting

out the present system and starting anew.

Rather they

observed that a base existed from which excellence
could be constructed if a considerable number of
changes, some of these signif lcant, would be
implemented.

The introduction of the r.lli.E report

stated clearly that the present decentralized public
and non-public educational structure was sound and
should be retained, but it should be supplemented at
the state level by more extensive and clearly def lned
standards.
The report further emphasized the strength of
Iowa~s

teacher corps, but also stated a need for

stronger teacher preparation programs, stricter
certif lcatlon requirements, longer contracts, effective
evaluation systems, and substantial pay increases.
rigorous general academic education that stressed
24Thomas N. Urban, First in the Nation in
Edµcactlon, Excellence in Education Task Force, <Des
Moines, Ia.: October, 1984>, p. 7.

A
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intellectual skills and competencies was given the top
priority.
The Task Force report did not recommend competency
tests, nor a merit-pay plan, nor a school
reorganization plan.

Instead it issued 162

recommendations that it believed would bring about
needed improvements in the Iowa educational system.25
The 1985 session of the Iowa General Assembly
passed House File 686.

Section four of that statute

dealt with the question of "standards for approved
schools."

This statute reads as fol lows:

Commencing July 1, 1985, the state board shal 1
review the standards contained in section 257.25,
shall review current literature relating to
effective schools and learning environments, and
shal 1 consult with representatives from the higher
education institutions, area education agencies,
school board members, school administrators,
teachers, parents, students, members of business,
industry and labor, other governmental agencies,
associations interested in education, and
representatives of communities of various sizes to
develop standards for approved schools and school
districts that encompass, but are not limited to
the following areas:
1.

Objectives and assessment procedures for
teaching specific competencies related
to higher order thinking skills, learning
skills, and communication skills.

2.

Integration of the applications of current
technologies into the general curriculum.

3.

Procedures for curriculum development and
refinement.

4.

Staff development processes.

5.

A performance evaluation process for personnel.
25 Ibid. , p. 59.
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6.

Use of support staff.

7.

A specific number of hours per year for
students to be engaged in formal academic
instruct I on.

8.

Learning opportunities for students whose needs
are not met in the conventional classroom.

9.

Career exploration activities and specific
vocational education programs.

10. Curriculum standards that include the
coordination of extracurricular and
academic education goals.
11. Student responsibility and discipline policies.
12. Needs assessments and development of long-range
plans as provided for in section 280.12.
13. Community and parent involvement in the
education process.
14. Communication with business, industry, labor.
and higher education regarding their
expectations for adequate student
preparatlon.26
The law further stated that the state board should
adopt new standards for approved schools not later than
July 1, 1987.

School districts were then required to

meet those standards by July 1, 1989.

Following the

adoption, the Department of Public Instruction was to
assist schools and school districts to comply with the
standards.

The state board, in consultation with the

board of directors, was to determine not later than
July 1, 1989, on the basis of evidence submitted by the
school districts, that school districts meet the
26Lucas DeKoster, Proposed Accreditation
Standards for Iowa Schools. Iowa State Board of
Education, CDes Moines. Ia.: April, 1987), p. 1.
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approval standards.
Thereafter, the state board shall require that
once every three years schools and school districts
submit evidence that they meet the approval standards.
A procedure that focuses on data collection and on-site
review was to be used.

Schools that do not meet the

standards will be given time to adjust their programs.
Failure to do so could result in school districts being
attached to a neighboring district.
In response to the mandate, the State Board
appointed a task force composed of presidents and state
organizations representing school administrators,
teachers, boards, non-public schools, higher education,
and parents.

In addition, three state board members

and an administrator from the state department also
served.
Since the current school standards had been in
effect since 1967, numerous meetings of the Task Force
were necessary to come up with new accreditation
standards for Iowa schools.

A Department of Education

in-house committee and the director also made
suggestions for items to be included.
In April, 1987, the State Board of Education
presented lts final draft for discussion purposes at
sixteen informational meetings scheduled throughout the
state.
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After explaining the standards and receiving input
from teachers, administrators, school board members,
and the general public, the state board then reviewed
the Issues and questions raised. They then prepared a
draft for final consideration to meet the mandated
legislative requirement to revise the education
standards for approved schools of the state, "not later
than July 1, 1987."27
A notice of intended action was then filed by the
state board to adopt the Accreditation Standards for
Iowa Schools as Adlnlnlstratlye Rules.

This process

took nearly 120 days and involved official publication,
public hearings, review by the administrative rules
committee of the General Assembly, and review and
approval by the Governor.
Recent Legislative Action
The 1988 Iowa state legislative session brought
about considerable discussion as to the final shape of
the new educational standards.

The conference

committee of the Iowa House and Senate and the Iowa
Board of Education worked together for four months to
modify the standards into a more acceptable f lnal form.
Attempts were made by opposing forces to delay their
implementation for a year, but the Iowa House rejected
2 7 Ib'l

d . , p. 11
.. i

•
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that effort by a 52-43 vote.28
The Iowa Board of Education had earlier abandoned
the standard which would have required each school
district to provide pre-kindergarten programs with the
start of the 1992 school year.

They also pushed back

the every-day kindergarten mandate three years,
requiring it for the 1992 school year.
The legislative conference committee recommended
modifications to three of the most objectionable
standards, and following that compromise both houses of
the legislature voted with only one dissenting vote to
adopt the standards to become effective July 1. 1989.
The standards which were modified were:
1. The implementation of the increase ln
vocational education units from 5 to 10 was delayed
until an interim committee studies the Issue and
reports to the General Assembly.

Legislative action ls

then required to make any changes in the current
requirements.
2. Three standards were delayed for one year,
until 1990, and then given a one year waiver period in
which the individual schools may apply to the
Department of Education to request a one year exemption
until 1991.

Those standards were:

1) The prohibition

of a superintendent from serving as a principal;
2B"House Takes Stand on School Standards,"
Dubuque Telegraph Herald, April 6, 1988, p. 10.
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2) establishment of a media center; and 3) requirement
of a certified media specialist.
3. The requirement of a certif led elementary
guidance counselor will go into effect in 1989, but
individual school districts may apply for a waiver for
the f lrst year and may have that waiver renewed one
more year.
4. The tot a 1 number of curr i cul .:ic: uni ts was
increased from 27 to 36, rather than the original 41
units.
The every-day kindergarten standard remains
effective in 1992, but will be studied extensively for
the 1989, 1990, and 1991 legislature to take further
action.

The Legislative Fiscal Bureau will study the

availability of space, staff, materials, and
transportation needs involved.

The interim committee

will explore the issue of the needs of young children
for every-day kindergarten.29
Educational Excellence Act of 1987
A major educational impetus for Iowa/s schools and
teachers was the result of action taken by the 1987
Iowa General Assembly.

Iowa Governor Terry Branstad in

his State of the State address outlined the plan, which
he called A Corrunltment to Excellence in Iowa/s
29school Administrators of Iowa, Bulletin Board,
April, 1988, p. 2.
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~hools.

He insisted on adequate funding for making

education a top priority in Iowa.

The Education

Excellence Act provided $90 million to increase
salaries for the teachers of Iowa.

This action was

prompted by the recommendations of the Educational
Excellence Task Force and the FINE report of 1984.
This action established a three phase program.

Phase

One allocated nearly $10 million to allow each school
district to bring the minimum salary for teachers to
$18,000.

Phase Two provided $39 million for teacher/s

salaries allocated to each district on the basis of
actual head count.
among all teachers.
performance.

These funds were equally divided
Phase Three emphasized

Fifty million dollars was allocated to

school districts to be distributed to teachers on the
basis of locally developed supplemental or
performance-based pay plans.30
Future Educational Changes in Iowa
The question of new educational standards and
school district reorganization are very closely
related.

There may be a cause and effect relationship

in that the Inability of some school districts to meet
the standards could force them into cooperative or
sharing arrangements with neighboring districts.

Such

30Terry Branstad, A Commitment to Excellence in
Iowa/s Schools, Iowa Department of Education<Des
Moines, Ia.: January, 1987).
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arrangements could as a result lead to future
reorganization or consolidation.
The State Board of Education report, entitled
"Shapes for the Future, Plans for Restructuring Iowa"s
Educational Delivery System 11

,

outlined four

alternatives for future school reorganization.

The

four alternatives included:
1.

A minimum enrollment plan with 1,000

students.
2.

A county-like school system plan where there

would be 99 districts.
3.

A managed change plan including a process of

natural progression.
4.

A restructuring commission plan where the

authority would rest with the State Board of
Education.31
No action was taken by the 1988 Iowa General
Assembly on the issue of school district
reorganization.

It appears likely this will be a major

topic for next year"s legislative calendar.

At the

present time, 77 percent of Iowa"s public school
districts have fewer than 1,000 students, while more
than one-half have fewer than 600 students.

Fifty-two

of these districts serve fewer than 250 students.

Any

of the State Board plans previously outlined would be

31Rural Schools of Iowa, 11 Attention Please, 11
Quality Schools, January, 1988, p.4.

·
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extremely controversial.
Another factor that should have a major effect on
the school districts of Iowa in the future is a new
school funding formula.

The Legislative Council has

authorized the expenditure of $40,000 to fund an
initial study by the School Finance Study Committee to
develop a Request for Proposal <RFP> for a full scale
study on school funding In Iowa.

The Committee ls

currently working with the Education Commission of the
States CECS> and education consultants.

The

Legislative Council has also authorized the expenditure
of $100,000 for the ful 1 scale study.

The present

mandated state funding formula has been repealed
effective June 30, 1991, so a new plan must be in
effect by that date.

The Rural Schools of Iowa Inc.

organization has expressed concern as to the direction
and format that the new formula develops.

11

It ls

obvious that the new school standards and the new
funding formula will have to go hand in hand.

Unless

additional funding ls directed towards many small
districts. they will find it very difficult to comply
with the new standards and wil 1 be forced to
consolidate or reorganize in order to retain their
accredltation. 11 32
The Iowa Association of School Boards CIASB> also
32Ibld., p.5.
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has expressed concern with regard to school
reorganization.

At their January, 1988, Delegate

Assembly they passed a resolution to establish a
committee of school officials from various-sized school
districts to make recommendations to the Legislature on
school reorganization.

IASB also stated It supported

legislation that would provide incentives for the
restructuring of Iowa's schools through sharing or
reorganization.
Reorganization of Iowa's Public Schools - An Overview
During Iowa's early history, one-room rural
schools dotted the state's prairies.

They were located

on an acre of land in the middle of every four square
miles.

In the early 1900's township consolidations

began to replace one-room schools.

The f lrst

consolidation law was passed In 1906 and was followed
in 1913 by a law that provided for standards and
inspections of consolidated districts as a provision
for receiving state aid.

In the 1950's and 1960's,

consolidations gave way to reorganizations into larger
units.
time.

Most one-room schools had been closed by that
From 1955-56 to 1960-61, Department of Education

figures indicate tht the number of districts was
reduced from 4,142 to 1,575 .33
33Lucas DeKoster, Renewing the CQJJUDittment:
A Plan for Quality Education lo Iowa. State Board
of Education, <Des Moines, Ia.: June, 1986), p. iv.

48
Finally, legislation was passed in 1965 which mandated
that all districts must be In high school districts by
July 1, 1966, or be attached to one by the county board
of education.

Since then several reorganizations have

taken place until presently there are only 436 school
districts in existence.
Iowa/s 436 school districts enrol led nearly
one-half million

~tudents

in kindergarten through grade

12 during the 1987-88 school year.

Lineville-Clio, the

smallest school district, enrol led 95 students, while
Des Moines, the largest school district, enrolled
30,309.

The 32 largest school districts in the state

enrolled about 45 percent of the total enrollment.
Included in the enrollment f lgures were nearly 43,000
students who were enrolled in special education
programs.

In addition, nearly 50,000 students

<approximately ten percent of the total> attended the
226 approved non-public schools of the state.
The 1986-87 school year was the 17th consecutive
year the Iowa schools had experienced enrollment
declines.

The peak enrollment year in Iowa/a public

schools was 659,989 in the 1969-70 school year.
Enrollment declines since then have ranged annually
from one to three and one-half percent.

The overall

decline of more than 175,000 students represents nearly
a 27 percent loss.34
34Ibid., pp. 4-5.
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The Seventy-First Iowa General Assembly In 1985
addressed the Issue of school district reorganization
and other critical educational Issues for the state.
The legislature passed Senate File 78 and Governor
Terry Branstad signed it into law.

In essence, the law

amended the educational section of the code of Iowa by
stating that the "State Board of Education shall
develop and adopt a five-year plan for the achievement
of common and significant educational goals in Iowa and
shall update the plan annually and issue an annual
report of progress ...... 11 35
In response to this statute's provisions, the
state board members invited representatives of thirteen
educational and lay constituencies to join them in
forming "The Five-Year State Plan Task Force."

This

group met monthly and developed a draft document for
review by members of the educational community and the
general public.

After a comprehensive review,

including nine public hearings. a final document
entitled "Renewing the Commitment:

A Plan for Quality

Education In Iowa 11 was adopted.
This plan outlined seven major goals for the Iowa
educational system.

To meet these goals, the task

force set up specific actlvltles which needed to be
,.

implemented to achieve each specific goal.
35 I b I d • , p • 1 •

Two of
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these activities addressed the question of state
standards for approved schools and a procedure for the
accreditation of public and non-public schools.

The

first goal sought to increase student learning and
achievement regardless of sex, race, religion ... or
geographic location.

Activity 1.11 stated that by July

1, 1987, the State Board should adopt new standards for
approved schools, and by July 1, 1989 school districts
must meet those standards.

Activity 1.12 stated that

by July 1, 1989, the State Board of Education will
develop and adopt a procedure for the accreditation of
public and non-public elementary-secondary school
districts.36
1985 Legislative Action
The sixth goal of the task force was to develop
more productive and effective use of both financial and
human resources in the

state~s

educational system.

In

the background statement for this goal, the task force
mentioned the increased interest in school district
improvement by enlarging districts in the early

1940~s.

It stated that the Department of Education continued to
receive inquiries during the war years as to how school
districts might be combined.

The report indicated

that forty years later the situation remained

36Ibid., p. 5.
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essentially the same.

The Department continued to

receive inquiries on ways of enlarging school districts
to provide more pupils, fewer schools, better
educational opportunities, and lower school costs.
Department staff have encouraged school districts to
study various options, such as sharing staff and
programs. as well as reorganizing, to provide quality
instructional programs.
The activities outlined by this goal of "more
productive and effective use of financial and human
resources" mandated that local districts establish
economy task forces and conduct management audits.
They also encouraged districts to conduct studies to
determine the amount of classroom time spent on
non-instructional activities and to develop school
improvement exchange practices.

Another activity

required the State Board, by July 1, 1987, to develop
plans relating to the restructuring of local school
districts.

These plans were to be reported to the

General Assembly by October 1, 1987.
School Sharing Plans in Iowa
Declining enrollments in Iowa's public schools
have made it necessary for the Department of Education
to encourage school districts to study various options.
Reorganizing ls one option, but a more popular approach
in recent years has been the sharing of staffs and
programs by two or more districts.

A total of 127
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districts in 1984-85 and 164 districts ln 1985-86 were
involved ln program or staff sharlng.37

By the 1987-88

school year that number had increased to 272 districts.
In addition, 166 school districts were involved in
cooperative student participation programs in nine
different sports, and another twenty districts were
involved in whole grade sharing agreements at the high
school level .38
To encourage participation in cooperative and
sharing programs for teachers, administrators, and
curricular offerings, the state has added a
supplementary weighting plan to provide additonal funds
to districts.

This was initiated by the General

Assembly for the 1981-82 school year.

Since the

initial year, when the supplemental weighting was 91.2,
it has increased to a

1987-88 total of 1,409.1.

The supplementary weighting plan provides .1
weighting times the percent of time a student spends in
a shared time program.

Pupils attending classes ln

another school district, attending classes taught by a
teacher Jointly employed, or attending classes taught
by a teacher who ls employed by another school

37Ibid., p. 16.
3BMorrls Kelly, Iowa High School Athletic
Association Report, June, 1987, p. 22-27.
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district, are al 1 eligible for shared time weighting.
This weighting increases to .5 if the School Budget
commmlttee determines that sharing would not be
implemented without the additional weighting.

The 1986

General Assembly has placed a five year limitation on
the number of years a school district can receive the
extra weighting.

Supplemental weightings of .05 per

student for shared administrators, but not principals,
were established In 1986 for the 1987-88 school year.
The maximum individual school district weight is
fifteen.

If more than two districts are involved, the

maximum cummulative weight ls 25 for a single
administrative positlon.39
The shared administrators program Involved 33
superintendents and 67 school districts In the 1987-88
school year.

In addition, there were a variety of

cooperative administrative arrangements ln 89 Iowa
districts involving administrative assistants,
curriculum directors, personnel directors, athletic and
activities directors, business managers, and assistant
superintendents.

The subjects that are involved range

from basic math, social studies, English, and science
courses to every foreign language Cincluding Japanese),
advanced calculus, cosmetology, geriatlc aide training,
39Leland R. Tack, Public School Finance in Iowa,
Iowa Department of Education, CDes Moines, Ia.:
September, 1987), p. 12.
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advanced computing, and principles of industrial
technology.

Whole grade sharing programs, some

involving one way and others two way arrangements, are
presently working in 42 Iowa school districts.

The

sharing arrangements for the 1987-88 have involved 62
percent of Iowa districts <272 of 436>.

The total

supplemental ful I-time equivalency <FTE> weighting was
2407.a.40

In the short span of seven years, the

cooperative sharing program between districts has grown
to be a very active method for increasing productivity
and providing more extensive educational services for
the young people of Iowa.
Recent Reactions to the Educational Standards
The extensive overhaul of the Iowa educational
standards was not accepted wholeheartedly by al 1
educators nor the public they serve.

At the public

hearings held in the spring of 1987, there was
considerable opposition from parents to some of the
proposed standards.

Some parents and many school

officials believed the rules were designed to force
consolidation.

One standard, requiring all school

districts to establish a health program to promote
social, physical, and emotional wel I-being of students.
was met with considerable opposition by parents.
40Iowa Legislative Interim Committee,
Sharing/Weighting Information, December, 1987, p. 1.
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Non-public school officials also voiced concern about
this standard because they felt the proposed health
programs would dispense contraceptives to students and
advocate abortion.41
Critics contend that the standards intrude on
local authority and control and are a backdoor way to
force small districts to merge.

"Iowa has been known

for years for having one of the best public education
systems in the country, 11 stated one superintendent of
schools from a smal 1 school district.

11

Now it seems

that everybody wants to get into the act and they are
going to tinker with the thing until they break lt."42
The cost of implementing the new standards was
also a major concern.

Boyd Boehl le, president of the

Iowa Association of School Boards CIASB> asked for the
standards to be re-examined due to the high cost and
the concern that the General Assembly would not provide
additional revenue to pay for the costs.

Des Moines

school board president, Betty Grundberg, estimated that
the changes would cost her school district more than
$18 million.

Bill Behan of the Iowa Farm Bureau

Federation expressed concern that it would
41charles Bullard, "Schools Cool to Proposed
Standards." Des Moines Register, August 6, 1987, p. 5.
42Assoclated Press, "Preschool Plan Rejected by
Board of Education," Dubuque Telegraph Herald, January
8, 1988, p. 7.
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be too costly to implement the new standards and the
end result would then be wholesale school
reorganization.

He stated, "The implications of these

changes are far-reaching ... and have the potential to
dramatical Jy impact the structure and make-up of Iowa/s
school districts."43
aIEA Suryey on the Standards
The Association of Iowa Educational Administrators
CAIEA> in their February, 1986, newsletter sent out a
survey in an effort to get direct feedback from their
members with regard to the new Iowa educational
standards.

This association includes superintendents,

principals and assistant principals, curriculum
directors, and other central off ice administrators.
The 822 administrators who responded to the survey were
divided as follows:

superintendents - 28.5 percent;

junior-senior high school principals - 34.4 percent;
elementary and middle school principals -27.7 percent;
others- less than 10 percent.

These responses

represented a cross-section of every different size
public school district in Iowa.
The largest response came from districts of
1000-2499 students - 25.1 percent, followed by
districts of 600-999 students - 20.3 percent, 400-599
students - 15.4 percent, 2500-3499 students - 14.9
43Bullard, p. 5.
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percent. 250-399 students - 10.4 percent. others - 13.9
percent.

Slightly more than two percent of the

responses were from non-public school administrators.
The respondents were asked to read statements regarding
the development of new state standards in Iowa.

They

were then asked to respond, using a five-choice scale
of strongly agree. agree. disagree. strongly disagree.
and I do not have enough information to give an
opinion.
The AIEA survey did not probe as to specific
standards, but rather questioned administrators as to
what criteria and ingredients should determine the
direction of the standards.

Among the questions which

received the greatest amount of agreement were general
philosophical types of statements.

On a four-point

scale, the following statements scored the highest:
1. Standards should be developed which recognize
teachers and learners as the center of the
educational process.
<3.58>
2. Standards should specify a core that all should
acquire. but within this core, there should be
allowances for diversity.
<3.46>
3. Encouragement should be given for schools to
demonstrate their uniqueness while meeting new
standards.
<3.43>
4. Educational standards should require a program
for effective school level leadership
development.
<3.29>
5. There should be automony for school or district
staff to develop their own standards within
state standard guidelines.
<3.29>
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6. A three-phase standard which would allow
districts to move toward Improvement over time
should be considered.
<3.11)
Only one statement received a composite score
lower than 2.0. whlch indicated an average response
between "disagree" = 2, and "strongly disagree"

=

1.

"New standards should mandate state-wide student
competency testing" scored 1.80, the lowest of the 21
Inquiries.

Other low scores whlch averaged ln the

middle of the "agree" to "disagree" scale were:
1. Current school standards are adequate to
promote educational excellence in our state.
<2.44)
2. Current school standards are adequate to meet
the needs of students ln our state.
<2.50>
3. Measurable student performance standards should
be specified.
<2.50>
4. New standards should reflect a requirement for
minimum district size ln terms of student
enrollment.
<2.63>

5. Measurable system performance standards should·
be specified.
<2.64>
The statement, "State action regarding standards
should encourage rather than mandate district
improvement." scored 2.97 or near at the 3.0 scale of

P.U.R.E.-Iowa Farm Bureau Survey
An Apr i ·l , 1987, survey sponsored by the People
United for Rural Education <P.U.R.E.> and the Iowa Farm
44Tom Budnik. "Iowa School Standards Revision
Survey Results, "AIEA Newsletter, Aprl 1, 1986, p. 4.
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Bureau asked Iowa superintendents to respond to three
questions on each of the 21 proposed standards and to
consider each as though it was to be implemented in the
1987-88 school year.

The three questions were:

1.

Is your school district already in compliance?

2.

What is the estimated additional cost of
complying with this proposed standard in your
district?

3.

In your opinion, how important ls the proposed
change to the goal of improving educational
quality? <1 =very important; 2 =somewhat
important; 3 =not important; or 4 undecided.)

Over one-half <51 percent) of the states 436
school districts responded to the survey.
Responses
Superintendents indicated that one of the most
important proposed standards required school boards to
adopt a performance evaluation process for school
personnel.

Other proposed standards rated important

included one requiring an on-going needs assessment for
establishing short and long-range plans and goals, and
another requiring adoption of discipline policies.
The majority of the respondents indicated that the
proposal to require the establishment of a
pre-kindergarten program for four-year-olds was not
important.

Only 34 percent of the administrators

responding indicated this the pre-kindergarten
standard was important.

Fifty-four percent said it was

not important and twelve percent were undecided.

<The

60

Department of Education dropped this standard as of
January, 1988.)
Other proposed standards rated as Jess significant
to the value of improving educational quality included:
1) elimination of the substitution of athletic
participation for physical education credit, 2>
additional units of vocational education, and 3) an
audit of the availability of instructional time for
students.

In each of these cases, however, a majority

of the administrators viewed these standards to be at
least somewhat important.
Costs
Not all administrators who responded placed an
estimate on the cost of implementing the standards with
which they are not currently in compliance.

The 223

districts did estimate the total cost at $62 million or
more than $275,000 per district.

The superintendents

indicated the most costly standards to implement would
be every-day kindergarten and pre-kindergarten
programs.

There were 137 administrators who estimated

the cost of every-day kindergarten programs at an
average cost per district of more than $86,000.
Seventy-one administrators indicated their districts
were already in compliance with this standard.

The

average cost of complying with the pre-kindergarten
standard was estimated at nearly $89,000 and only 16
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districts currently comply.

Many districts indicated

there would be additional expenses, not included in
their estimates, for facilities and other start-up
costs.
Another costly standard to implement, according to
the survey, would be the addition of 20 school calendar
days for the purpose of staff training.

Administrators

in 186 districts said they were not ln compliance with
this standard.

The average cost of compliance was

estimated at $118,000 per district in those 160
districts for which administrators gave an estimate.
The survey indicated the implementation of the proposed
standards would hit hardest at the small school
district level.

Districts with fewer than 500 pupils

were less likely to be in compliance with the proposed
standards than were larger districts, and the estimated
cost of complying was a higher percentage of their
budget.

The average estimated cost of complying as a

percentage of the budget was almost 8 percent for
districts responding with an enrollment above 500
pupils.

For the 100 districts responding with fewer

than 500 pupils, the estimated cost of complying
averaged nearly 11 percent of their budget.

Although

the cost represented a higher portion of the small
district/a budget, all districts expressed concern over
funding.

The five districts with more than 5,000
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pupils who responsed to the survey indicated the total
dollar cost would be over $23 million to implement
the standards.
Additional Concerns
Dennis Wood, State Advisor for P.U.R.E. and
Superintendent of the Alden Community School District,
expressed concerns of the P.U.R.E. members at a public
hearing on the proposed changes of the educational
standards at Calmar, Iowa on November 4, 1987.

He

indicated that the standards dictate how the school
districts will structure their systems and report to
the Department of Education, thus allowing little
opportunity to work on the goals of the community.

He

also expressed concern as to the inconsistency of the
state legislature's recent position on administrative
expenditures.

The recent administration cost controls

seemed in contradiction with the new standard which
mandates that superintendents cannot also serve as
principals.

In regard to curriculum, Superintendent

Wood indicated school districts were receiving a mixed
signal on the standard which increased high school
offerings from 27 to 41 units of credit.

He stated

that the legislature has not been receptive to smal 1
schools having small class sizes.

The 41 units and a

structured gifted and talented program, he stated,
would lower class sizes.

In concluding his remarks, he

stated "Many of our schools face extinction if the
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standQrds are lmplemented ..• lf we add facllltles to
compJy, we will face a deficit which will cause us to
be reorganized, unless the state is willing to pick up
the costs of the changes that are implemented.

If we

do not reach comp! lance, we face reorganization. 11 45
Rural Schools of Iowa
The smaller school districts of Iowa in an attempt
to protect their interests, organized the Rural Schools
of Iowa organization ln October, 1987.

Membership was

open to schools of 1000 students or less and included
more than 100 Iowa school districts.

The organization

officially adopted a purpose statement at its December
28, 1987, meeting which concluded with the intent "to

oppose forced reorganization of schools by the
imposition of artificially established mandates which
do not recognize the established tradition of local
control of educatlon. 11 46

The Board of Directors

stated at their December, 1987, meeting that the new
standards were being put into effect

11

less to improve

education than to force reorganization and

451owa Department of Education, Report from the
Public Hearing on the Proposed Changes of the
Educational Standards, CDes Moines, Ia.: November 4,
1987>. p. 3.

46c11nefelter, David, "Board Adopts Purpose
Statement, 11 Quality Schools, January, 1988, p. 1.
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consolidation by making it economically impossible for
small rural school districts to survive. 11 47

They

stated that they also doubted that the Legislature
would actual Jy fund the implementation of the new
standards.

For that reason, they hired two lobbyists

to closely monitor legislative action concerning the
school standards and the new school funding formula.
Their rationale was based on the need for additional
funding for small districts or else

11

smal 1 districts

will find it very difficult to comply with the new
standards and will be forced to consolidate or
reorganize in order to retain their accreditatlon. 11 48
The Rural Schools of Iowa organization has taken a
two-faceted position with regard to the new standards.
First. they insist that it ls absolutely imperative
that the new requirements be funded.

Second, the

standards should be seen, not so much as an effort to
improve the quality of education in Iowa, but as a
means to force small school districts to reorganize and
consolidate without the legislature having to actually
vote on the issue.

They further stated that the new

mandates, which they say do not recognize

11

the

established tradition of local control , 11 will

47Ibld., p. 3.
4BArt Small, Memorandum regarding Rural Schools of
Iowa. Inc., December 23, 1987, p. 5.
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themselves force reorganlzatlon.49

Their lobbying

strategy focused on the position that the new standards
would increase costs, but would not improve educational
quality.

In fact, they stated that some provisions of

the standards would be educationally and economically
harmful to Iowa/s small school districts.
The governing body of the Rural Schools
organization, in addition to its wide-spread lobbying
efforts at the legislative level. has also considered
the courts as a method of resisting the changes in the
educational standards.
cunside~ed

The question is being

as to whether the broad authority delegated

by the Legislature might be viewed as an
unconstitutional delegation of legislative power.

This

power granted to the Department of Education to develop
new standards could be questioned as a violation of
Article 3, Section 1 of the Iowa Constitution.

This

action appeared to be a last resort move as the Rural
Schools December 23, 1987, memorandum stated, "Such a
challenge should only be considered if we cannot make
any headway on the rules and if the rules are
considered to be so bad that the Rural Schools find
they cannot live with them."
Economic Impact Report
On August 19, 1987, the Administrative Rules

49Art Small. Memorandum regarding Rural Schools of
Iowa. Inc .• December 30, 1987, p. 3.
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Review Committee requested the Department of Education
to prepare an economic impact statement.

It was based

on the order requiring the State Board of Education to
review standards in Iowa Code Section 256.11 and to
adopt rules establishing new standards for accredited
schools and school districts.

The proposed standards

outlined in the new Chapter 4 of the Iowa Code are the
minimum requirements that must be met by an Iowa public
school district to be accredited and remain in
operation.

A non-public school must meet the standards

if it wishes to be designated as accredited for
operation in Iowa.

The report was completed and

released on January 8, 1988.

It was only an estimate

and it was based strictly on the school districts of
Iowa meeting the minimum requirements.

The total

annual cost of implementing the standards was estimated
to be $78.6 mil lion starting in 1992, when the
kindergarten and pre-kindergarten programs were slated
to be started.

The annual cost in 1989 would be $53

million.
Two proposed standards -- one that sets a minimum
school calendar of 180 class days plus 20 more days for
other educational purposes, and another that calls for
5 1/2 hours of instruction each day -- would account
for annual increases of $29.9 million.

The two

standards, which were to be in effect July 1, 1992,
were estimated to cost $25.6mil1 ion ($18.8 - every-day
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kindergarten; $6.8 mllllon - pre-kindergarten.>

The

other major financial Increases were the result of the
fol Jowing standards:

*

$9.6 million - New curricular requirements.
(Additional high school units, four units of a
foreign language, ten units of vocational
education.)

*

$4.3 ml Ilion - New media center personnel.

*

$3.6 mil lion - Certified elementary guidance
personnel.

*

$3.0 million - Providing programs for at-risk
students.

*

$2.6 million - To implement the standard
requiring that superintendents not serve as
principals.

The cost figures were the best assumption of fiscal
impact and did not consider the time and opportunity of
staff spending time on new required district policies
instead of other educational duties.

Nor did the

f lgures take into consideration any cost estimate
regarding the need for additional facilltles.50

501owa Department of Education, Economic Impact
Statement, (Des Moines, Ia.: January, 1988>, p. 1.
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REVISIONS IN THE STANDARDS
Financial and educational considerations, as we I l
as the efforts of P.U.R.E. and the Rural Schools of
Iowa, resulted in the modification and delaying of some
of the more controversial of the new standards.

In

January, 1988 the Iowa Board of Education rejected the
standard requiring that pre-kindergarten classes be
offered to four-year-olds.

Instead, pl lot pre-school

programs and financial incentives for districts
starting such programs were encouraged.

The bulk of

the other changes were made by the Iowa General
Assembly in the final weeks of the session in April,
1988.

The

every-day kindergarten standard remained

effective in 1992, but would be studied extensively in
time for the 1989, 1990, and 1991 legislature to take
further action.

The Legislative Fiscal Bureau will

study the availability of space, staff, materials, and
transportation needs involved.

An interim committee

will explore the issue of needs of young children for
every-day, all-day kindergarten.
Delays
The implementation of the increase of vocational
education units from 5 to 10 was delayed until an
interim committee studies the issue and reports to the
General Assembly in 1989.

Legislative action wil 1 then

be required to make any changes in the current
requirement.

Three standards were delayed for one year
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(1990) and then given a one year walver period in which
individual schools may apply to the Department of
Education to request a one year exemption until 1991.
These standards are: 1> the prohlbltlon of a
superintendent from serving as a principal; 2)
establishment of a media center; and 3> requirement of
a certified media specialist.
The requirement of having a certlf ied elementary
guidance counselor wil 1 go into effect in 1989, but
individual superintendents may apply for a waiver the
f lrst year and may have that waiver renewed one more
year.

The total number of curricular units will

increase from 27 to 36, rather than the originally
proposed 41 units.

Al 1 other standards were adopted by

the State Board of Education to become effective on
July 1, 1989.51

The Senate by a 41-0 vote and the

House by an 84-1 vote adopted this action on the
standards as they were recommended by the conference
committee.

An earlier attempt to delay al 1 standards

for a year was rejected by the House 52-43.
SUMMARY
Considerable information on the status of the
educational standards over the last year was provided
by Janet Kinney, the governmental relations director

51school Administrators of Iowa, "Adjournment
Brings Final," Bulletin Board, April, 1988, p. 1-2.
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for P.U.R.E., and James Pasut. the Northeast Iowa
chairperson for Rural Schools of Iowa.

David Bechtel,

the chairman of the Steering Committee for Development
and Adoption of Standards. and Leland Tack. Chief of
the Bureau of Planning, Research, and Development of
the Department of Education, both were equally helpful
in providing current information about the new
educational standards.
The tremors from the
the

President~s

11

Nation at Risk 11 report of

Commission on Excellence were felt in

Iowa as well as across our nation.
become a national concern.

Education has

In the five years since

that report. a flurry of action has brought about
signif lcant educational changes which should have a
lasting effect on education in the 1990;s.

Iowa. where

educational excellence had been taken for granted, was
no exception.

This study should provide insight into

the educational impact of one of the significant
changes on the Iowa scene-the new.state mandated
minimum educational standards.

How these changes

affect the future of the public school districts of
Northeast Iowa will be a major part of this study.

CHAPTER III
PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS OF THE DATA
Introdyctlon
Effective July 1, 1989, new minimum educational
standards are required for all public school districts
in the state of Iowa.

Chapter three of the Iowa

Administrative Code outlines the school standards which
are the minimum requirements that must be met by the
Iowa public school districts to be accredited and
remain in operation.

The general purposes of this

study are to determine and assess:

a) the impact of

the new standards on local districts; b) the
anticipated and proposed changes in school programs and
policy; and c) the short and long-term implications of
the new standards for the 114 public school districts
in northeast Iowa.

The specific purposes of thls study

are:
1.

To determine if the subjects perceive the new

educational standards as having a great positive or
negative impact on the existing school program in their
district.
71
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2.

To determine which of the new standards will have

the greatest impact on the overall existing school
program in the subject/s district.
3.

To determine the degree of dlff iculty the subjects

perceive their district will have in meeting each of
the new educational standards.
4.

To determine what changes have already taken place

in local districts in order to meet the requirements of
the new standards with regard to:

5.

a.

School board requirements.

b.

Student-needs requirements.

c.

Curriculum requirements.

To determine what actions are anticipated or

planned by school districts ln order to meet the
requirements of the new standards with regard to:

6.

a.

School board requirements.

b.

Student-needs requirements.

c.

Curriculum requirements.

To determine the specific plan of action and time

table which the subjects have established to meet the
requirements· of the new educational standards.
7.

To determine if the subjects perceive their

district as taking action prior to the implementation
of the new standards to:
a.

Reorganize with another district.

73

b.

Participate In a cooperative or shared program
with another district(s).

a.

To determine what long range effects on school

district reorganization wll 1 take place due to the new
educational standards as viewed by the subjects.
9.

To determine with respect to al 1 of the above

dimensions of the new standards, the extent of
differences between the respondents from:
a.

Public school districts with populations of
fewer than 500 students.

b.

Public school districts with populations of
500-999 students.

c.

Public school districts with populations of
1000 or more students.

The subjects in this study were the 114 public
school superintendents from districts in northeast and
north-central Iowa.

These 114 superintendents

represent a total of 26 percent of the 436 public
school superintendents in the state of Iowa.

For the

purposes of this study the subjects were divided into
three general subgroups:
1.

Superintendents from districts with student
populations of fewer than 500 students <Group

A).
2.

Superintendents from districts with student
populations of 500-999 students <Group B).
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3.

Superintendents from districts with student
populations of 1000 or more students <Group
CL

The data were secured through use of a
questionnaire developed by the writer and the interview
process.

The questionnaire was used to collect

information from the 114 superintendents.

The

interview of twelve superintendents, four from each of
the three subgroups, provided a more in-depth.
comprehensive look at the overall impact of the new
standards as viewed by the sample group.

In addition

to verifying the results of the survey, the Interview
provided the writer with the opportunity for a more
detailed analysis.

More specific information as to

future plans, programs, directions. and the overall
effects were gained by being able to probe more deeply
through the personal Interview.

The Interview process

involved fourteen percent of the respondents.
The personal and district data received from Part A of
the survey were used for the purpose of selecting an
adequate cross-section of respondents for the interview
process.
This study compares the results as reported by the
three subgroups of superintendents <small, medium, and
large-sized school districts> with regard to the
following factors:
1.

The overall positive and negative Impact of

75

the new educational standards on the exlstlng
school programs.
2.

The degree of difficulty Involved by the
districts in meeting the new educational
standards.

The other analyses in this study are descriptive
and indicate how the superintendents responded to each
questionnaire item.

These results are reported by

number and percent and are described in a narrative
report.

The respondents were also given the

opportunity to attach any plan or ideas used by their
district rather than or in addition to answering the
following four open-ended questions:
1.

List below any changes that your district has
made since the new educational standards were
proposed ln order to meet the requirements of
the new educational standards.

2.

List below the action(s) your district plans
to take to meet the requirements of the new
educational standards.

3.

List below any specific plan or timetable
your district has established to meet the
requirements of the educational standards.

4.

List the changes you anticipate.

Three "yes" or "no" type questions were asked of
the respondents to determine future plans for
reorganization or cooperative programs prior to
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implementation of the standards. and to determine their
proJections as to the long-range effects of the
standards on reorganization or consolidation of their
district.
nyes 11

or
1.

The fol lowing three questions required
11

No 11 answers:

Do you anticipate your district reorganizing
with another district(s) prior to the
implementation of the new educational
standards?

2.

Do you anticipate your district entering into
a cooperative or shared program with another
district(s) prior to the implementation of
the new educational standards?

3.

Do you anticipate any long-range effects on
your district with regard to reorganization or
consolidation as a result of the new
educational standards?

The respondents. if they answered

11

yes 11 to any of

the above three questions. were also given the
opportunity to list the district and the program they
planned to share and the changes they anticipated.

The

results of the information received from the Interview
process will be described in a narrative report.

In

general. the sequence of reporting follows the purposes
of the study as stated in Chapter 1.
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Positive Impact of the New Standards
on Existing School Programs
In this section, the responses are reported and
analyzed for the questionnaire item specifically
designed to indicate the extent of agreement by
superintendents to the statement that the new education
standards wil

I

have a great positive impact on their

existing school program.
analysis into four groups:

The data are subdivided for
<1> Group A, which includes

superintendents from smaller districts with enrollments
fewer than 500 students; <2> Group B, which includes
superintendents from medium districts with enrollments
of 500-999 students; <3> Group C, which Includes
superintendents from large districts with enrollments
of 1000 or more students; and (4) the total of all
three subgroups of superintendents.
Superintendents included ln the study were asked
to indicate on a f ive-polnt scale, their extent of
agreement with the statement.

It is to be noted that

for the purpose of reporting these opinions, the
percentages of "Strongly agree" and "Agree" responses
were combined, as were the percentages of

11

Strongly

disagree 11 and "Dlsagree 11 responses.
As shown in Table 2, there was a signif lcant
difference between the responses of the small, medium,
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Table 2
Extent of Agreement Among Public School Superintendents Concerning
the New Educational Standards Having a Great Positive Impact on
the Existing School Program in Their District
Issue: The new educational standards will have a great positive
impact on the existing school program in your district.
(Questionnaire item #1)
PUBLIC SCHOOL SUPERINTENDENTS
Group A:
Smal I
Districts
<N=28)
Percent

Group B:
Medium-sized
Districts
<N=34)
Percent

Key:
!--Strongly
agree

Group C:
Total
Large
Districts
<N=86)
<N=24>
Percent
Percent

3.7

5.9

12.5

7 .1

29.6

29.4

45.8

34.1

3--Undecided

7.4

17.7

25.0

16.5

4--Disagree

59.3

41.2

16.7

40.0

5--Strongly
disagree

.o

5.9

.o

2.4

100.0

100.0

100.0

100.0

96.4

100.0

100.0

100.0

2--Agree

Total
Total Number
of Responses

.o
.o
.0
Did Not Answer 3.6
3.12
2.46
Hean
3.11
1.09
0.93
1.17
S.D.
F-Ratio=*3.20
Significance =0.0445
*P<=.05
Note--Because of rounding, percentages may not equal 100.
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and large-sized school districts on the question of the
new standards having a great positive impact on their
district.

Nearly one-third of the small and medium-

school superintendents (33.3 and 35.4 percent,
respectively>, agreed with the statement while 58.3
percent of the large-school superintendents agreed.

On

the converse side, only 16.7 percent of the largeschool superintendents disagreed with the statement
while almost one-halt <47.l percent> of the mediumschool superintendents and 59.3 percent of the smallschool superintendents, respectively, disagreed.
The -total responses of al I superintendents were
nearly equal with a little more than forty percent in
agreement and disagreement <41.2 and 42.4 percent,
respectively> and a substantial number undecided <16.5
percent>.

In summary, the data indicate that a

majority of the large-school superintendents believed
the standards have a great positive impact on their
district while a majority of the small and mediumschool superintendents disagreed with the statement.
The large-school superintendents vlew the new standards
much more posltlvely with regard to improving their
educational programs, whereas the small and mediumschool superintendents disagree wlth those positive
impacts on their school programs.
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Negative Impact of the New Standards on Existing
School Programs
A significant difference existed with regard to
the statement which indicates that the new standards
wil 1 have a great negative impact on the existing
school program.

Although all three groups of

superintendents indicated disagreement with this
statement, the superintendents of the large school
districts marked the highest percentage of

11

Strongly

disagree" and "Disagree" responses <87.5 percent>
compared to 64.7 percent and 55.5 percent for the
medium and smal I-school superintendents, respectively.
The results of Table 3 point out that none of the
large-school superintendents indicated agreement with
the statement, whereas 18.5 percent of the small-school
superintendents and 14.7 percent of the medium-school
superintendents indicated they "agreed" with the
negative impact of the standards.
previous analysis of the

11

Again, as in the

positlve lmpact, 11 20 percent

of the total superintendents were undecided on the
statement.

More than two-thirds of the total

superintendents <68.2 percent> indicated disagreement
with the issue.
A much larger percentage of the total
superintendents disagreed with the issue of the
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Table 3
Extent of Agreement Among Public School Superintendents Concerning
the New Educational Standards Having a Great Negative Impact on
the Existing School Programs in their District
Issue: The new educational standards will have a great negative
impact on the existing school programs in your district.
(Questionnaire item #2)
PUBLIC SCHOOL SUPERINTENDENTS

Key:

Group A:
Small
Districts
CN=28>
Percent

Group B:
Medium-sized
Districts
CN=34>
Percent

Group C:
Total
Large
Districts
<N=24)
<N=86)
Percent
Percent

.0

.o

.o

.0

2--Agree

18.5

14.7

.0

11.8

3--Undecided

25.9

20.6

12.5

20.0

4--Dlsagree

55.5

47 .1

58.3

50.6

5--Strongly
disagree

7.4

17.6

29.2

17.6

Total

99.9

100.0

100.0

100.0

Total Number
of Responses

96.4

100.0

100.0

98.8

1--Strongly
agree

.o
.0
1.2
Did Not Answer 3.6
4.17
3.68
Mean
3.32
0.94
0.64
S.D.
1.09
F-Ratlo=*5.42
Slgnlficance=0.0064
*P<=.05
Note--Because of rounding, percentages may not equal 100.
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standards having a great negative impact compared to
the statement that the standards will have a great
positive impact.

From the data it can be seen that

while many of the superintendents disagreed that the
standards had a great positive impact, a smaller
percentage of the subjects indicated that they thought
the standards had a great negative impact.

In other

words, a majority of the superintendents agreed the
standards would not have a negative impact but they
would not agree that the standards had a great positive
impact.
In conclusion, the data indicate that the smal 1
and medium-school superintendents believed that the
changes that are necessary to meet the new standards
are going to have much more of a negative impact on
their existing school program than a positive impact.
The changes that the large schools must make are not
nearly as extensive.

As a result the large-school

superintendents thought the impact on their district to
be much more positive.

The results indicate that the

smal I-school superintendents, for example. would not
say that adding an

11

at-rlsk 11 program would have a

negative impact on their school program.

At the same

time the small-school superintendents would not say
adding that program or another program would have a
positive impact.

It ls believed from the responses
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that the smal 1-school superintendents view the addition
of the new standards requirements to be more of a
burden to their school district and therefore view the
standard as having a negative impact rather than a
positive one.
tlew Standards Which Superintendents Haye Indicated as
Haying Great Impact on Their School District
In this section, superintendents were asked to
select the standards which they believed would have a
great impact on the existing educational program in
their district.

There was no limit as to how many of

the standards could be chosen.
Section No. 1:

Standards Which Require Additional

School Board Policies.

As shown in Table 4, more than

one-half of the superintendents <53 percent> thought
that the standard requiring curriculum development,
implementation and evaluation of the curriculum, and
monitoring of the school program would have a great
impact.

All three groups of superintendents agreed and

chose this standard most frequently as having a great
impact.

The standards concerning I> adoption of a

performance evaluation process and 2> adoption of
instructional time-on-task auditing were marked by more
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Table 4
New Educational Standard~ Requiring Additional School Board
Policies and Student Needs Programs Which Superintendents Indicate
as Having a Great Impact on Their District
Issue: Indicate which of the new educational standards will have
a great Impact on the existing educational program In your
district.
(Questionnaire item #3a)
PUBLIC SCHOOL SUPERINTENDENTS
Group A:
Smal 1
Districts
<N=28)
Per- Cent

Group B:
Medium-sized
Districts
<N=34)
Per- Cent

Group C:
Lar-ge
Dlstr-icts
<N=24>
Per Cent

Total
<N=86)
Per Cent

Standar-ds:
1-Cur-rlculum
Development

53.6

65.6

34.8

53.0

2-K-12 guidance
progr-am
46.4

50.0

43.5

47.0

3-"At-r-isk"
pr-ogr-am

35.7

43.8

52.2

43.4

4-Evaluation
pr-ocess

39.3

40.6

26.1

36.1

5-Time-on-task
auditing
50.0

28.1

30.4

36.1

Total Numberof Responses

100.0

94 .1

95.8

96.5

.o

5.9

4.2

3.5

Did Not Answer
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than one-third of the superintendents (36.1 percent>.
More than one-third of the small and one-third of the
1arge-school superintendents (35.7 and 34.8 percent,
respectively>, chose the standard requiring
establishment and operation of a school health services
program as having a great impact.
Section No. 2:

Standards Wbich Require Programs

to Meet Student Needs.

The results shown ln Table 4

revealed that slightly less than one-half of al 1
superintendents <47 percent> indicated that the
standard requiring a K-12 guidance program had a great
impact on their existing school program.

The standard

requiring a program for "at-risk" students was selected
by 43.4 percent of the superintendents as having a
great impact.
Section No. 3:
Cyrricylum Programs.

Standards Which Require New
As shown in Table 5 the standard,

which the highest percentage of superintendents
indicated would have a great impact, was the every-day
kindergarten requirement beginning in 1992.

More than

one-half <56.7 percent> of all the superintendents
marked that standard.

This was chosen by more

superintendents than any other standard.

The
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Table 5
New Educational Standards for Curriculum Program Requirements
Which Superintendents Indicate as Having a Great Impact on Their
District
Issue: Indicate which of the new educational standards will have
a great impact on the existing educational program in your
district.
(Questionnaire item #3a)
PUBLIC SCHOOL SUPERINTENDENTS
Group A:
Small
Districts
<N=28)
Per Cent

Group B:
Medium-sized
Districts
CN=34>
Per Cent

Group C:
Large
Districts
<N=24)
Per Cent

Total
<N=86)
Per Cent

Standards:
1-Every-day
21.4
Kindergarten

62.5

91.3

56.6

2-200 day
calendar

46.4

37.5

30.4

38.6

3-Technologies
program
14,3

28.1

17.4

20.5

4-5 112 hour
day

14.3

21.9

21. 7

19.3

5-Four year
21.4
foreign lang.

25.0

4.4

18.1

Total Number
of Responses

100.0

94.1

95.8

96.5

.o

5.9

4.2

3.5

Pid Not Answer
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1arge-school superintendents especially expressed
concern about the kindergarten issue as more than
ninety percent C91.3 percent> marked it as having a
great impact on their existing school program.

Only

21.4 percent of the smal I-school superintendents listed
the kindergarten standard as having a great impact.
The 200-day school calendar was more of a concern for
the smal I-school superintendents as 46.4 percent marked
it as having a great impact while 38.6 percent of all
the superintendents reported it had a great impact on
their school program.

Two other curriculum standards

were also believed to have a great impact by one group
of superintendents.

Nearly forty percent C39.3

percent> of the smal I-school superintendents marked the
standard Cwhich states that a superintendent may not
serve as a building principal> as having a great
impact.

Nearly thirty percent <28.1 percent> of the

medium-school superintendents thought that the standard
requiring instructional programs of current
technologies would have a great impact on their school
program.
In summary, the every-day kindergarten requirement
was selected to have a great impact by the highest
percentage of the superintendents.

Thls was especially
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true of the large-school superintendents and to a
somewhat lesser degree, the medium-school
superintendents.

The standards which require 1)

curriculum development, Implementation and evaluation
of the curriculum, and monitoring of the school
program; 2) a K-12 guidance program; and 3) a program
for at-risk students were thought to also have a great
impact.
The data indicate that the large school districts
would be affected significantly by the every-day
kindergarten requirement.

The doubling of the number

of kindergarten staff and kindergarten facilities in
large districts will present a major financial burden
for these districts.

To a lesser degree this can also

be seen for the medium school district.

This standard

has a minimal effect on the small school district.
The other standards which were viewed by the
subjects as having a great impact-curriculum
development, K-12 guidance, and an at-risk program,
would involve additional costs because of the need for
more staff.

These standards would also establish new

programs and policies that would require more
administrative time and direction.
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The responses to this question seem to indicate
that the respondents thought the standards which have a
great impact would probably help students.

In many

cases those same standards would also be a burden to
implement.
New Standards Whlch Superintendents Haye Indicated as
Having the Greatest Impact on Thelr Existing
Educational Program
In this section, superintendents were asked to
select the three educational standards which they
believed would have the greatest impact on their
existing educational program.

In contrast to the

previous question where the superintendents could
select as many of the standards as they wanted, this
question asked the superintendents to select only the
three standards they believed would have the greatest
impact on their district.
Section No. 1:

Standards Wblch Require Additional

School Board Policies.

The results shown in Table 6

revealed less than one-third of al I superintendents
C28.9 percent> reported the standard concerning
curriculum development, implementation and evaluation
of the curriculum, and monitoring of the school program
as having the greatest impact on their program.

More

than one-third (37.5 percent> of the medium-school
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Table 6
New Educational Standards Which Require Additional School Board
Policies and Student Needs Programs Which Superintendents Indicate
as Having the Greatest Impact on Their District
Issue: Place an x next to the three educational standards that
you feel will have a greatest impact on the existing educational
program in your district. Mark 3 total not 3 per category.
(Questionnaire item #3b)
PUBLIC SCHOOL SUPERINTENDENTS
Group A:
Group B:
Small
Medium-sized
Districts Districts
(N=28)
<N=34>
Per Cent Per Cent

Group C:
Large
Districts
CN=24)
Per Cent

Total
(N=86)
Per Cent

Standards:
1-K-12 guidance
program
32.1

30.3

37.5

32.9

2-"At-rlsk"
program

28.6

24.2

37.5

29.4

3-Curriculum
development

21.4

36.4

25.0

28.4

4-Evaluation
process

35.7

24.2

20.8

27 .1

5-Time-on-task
auditing
25.0

24.2

16.7

22.4

Total Number
of Responses

100.0

94.1

95.8

96.5

.O

5.9

4.2

3.5

Did Not Answer
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as having the greatest impact on their program.

More

than one-third <37.5 percent> of the medium-school
superintendents also marked that same standard as
having the greatest impact.

The standard which

requires adoption of a performance evaluation process
ranked second with 27.7 percent of all superintendents
marking it as one of the three standards with the
greatest impact.

Slightly less than one-fourth of the

superintendents <22.9 percent> selected the standard
requiring adoption of instructional time-on-task
auditing.

More than one-third <35.7 percent> of the

small-school superintendents ranked the standard on
adoption of a performance evaluation process as having
the greatest impact.
Section No. 2:

Standards Which Require Programs

to Meet Student Needs.

As shown lo Table 6, more than

one-third of all superintendents <33.7 percent)
indicated the standard to establish a K-12 guidance
program. had the greatest impact on their district.
This ranked second overall of all the standards as
having the greatest impact.
establish a pt"ogram for
of al 1 the standards.

11

The standard which would

at-rlsk 11 students ranked third

It was selected by 30.1 percent

of all the supet"intendents as having the greatest
impact on their district.

More than one-third <39.1

percent> of the large-school superintendents also chose
the

11

at-rlsk 11 standard as having the greatest Impact.
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The large-school superintendents also thought the

11

K-12

guidance" requirement would have a signlf icant effect
as 39.1 percent of that group marked it as having the
greatest impact.

Nearly one-third <32.1 percent> of

the smal I-school superintendents indicated the K-12
guidance standard would have the greatest impact.
Section No. 3:
~yrricylym

Programs.

Standards Which Require New
The every-day kindergarten

requirement beginning in 1992 was marked by more than
one-half of all superintendents <56.7 percent> as
having the greatest impact on their district.

This

standard was chosen by 47 of 83 superintendents who
responded to this question.

This was 19 more responses

than the next most selected standard.

As shown in

Table 7, more than three-fourths of the large-school
superintendents <78.3 percent> believed the
kindergarten standard would have the greatest impact.
The medium-school superintendents also agreed, 65.6
percent of that group selected the kindergarten
standard as having the greatest impact.

These results

show that although there were a number of standards
which have a significant impact on school districts,
the every-day kindergarten requirement does not have
the impact on the smal 1 schools as it does on the
medium and large-school districts.

As seen earlier,

the data indicate that the smal 1 school districts can
absorb the additional burden of twice the equivalent
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Table 7
New Educational Standards for Curriculum Program Requirements
Which Superintendents Indicate as Having the Greatest Impact on
TheiC'" DistC'"ict
Issue: Place an x next to the three educational standards that
you feel will have the greatest impact on the existing educational
program in your district. Mark 3 total not 3 per category.
(Questionnaire item #3b>
PUBLIC SCHOOL SUPERINTENDENTS
Group A:
Smal 1
Districts
CN=282
Per Cent

Group B:
Medium-sized
Districts
CN=34)
Per Cent

Group C:
Total
Large
Districts
<N=24)
<N=86>
Per Cent
Per Cent

Standards:
1-Every-day
28.6
Kindergarten

63.6

75.0

55.3

2-Four years 10.7
foreign Jang.

63.6

.o

28.2

3-200 day
calendar

25.0

24.2

16.7

22.4

4-Ten units
vocational

21.4

12.1

4.2

12.9

5-Supt. not
serve as
principal

35.7

.o

.o

11.8

Total Number
of Responses

100.0

94.1

95.8

96.5

.o

5.9

4.2

3.5

Did Not Answer

94

number of kindergarten students, whereas it wl 11
present a heavy f lnancial burden for the medium and
Jarge school districts.
The standard requiring four years of a foreign
language was seen as having the greatest impact by
almost two-thirds of the medium-school superintendents
(65.6 percent>.

Also, 28.9 percent of all

superintendents chose it as one of the three standards
having the greatest impact on their school program.
More than one-third of the small-school superintendents
(35.7 percent> marked the standard which stated that a
superintendent may not serve as a building principal as
having the greatest impact.

This standard ls a concern

to the small school districts because it ls probable
that their districts are the only ones with
superintendents that also have principal
responsibilities. Nearly one-fourth of all the
superintendents <22.9 percent> indicated that the
200-day school calendar would have the greatest impact.
All of the standards which the superintendents
indicated as having the greatest impact either require
additional monitoring by the superintendent or would be
costly to implement.

The data seem to indicate that

the above-mentioned standards would have a substantial
effect on educational programs, in addition to being a
burden on the school district and the superintendent
who must implement the new standards.

The subjects

95
were not asked to respond as to whether the impact of
each standard would be positive or negative, but only
select the standards which would have the greatest
impact.
Degree of Difficulty for School Districts in
Meeting the New Standards Requiring Additional School
Board Policies
Six

educational standards to require school boards

to adopt policies were among the newly mandated
requirements of the state.

Superintendents included ln

the study were asked to Indicate on a five-point scale
the degree of difficulty involved for their district in
meeting each standard.

Superintendents were asked to

answer on a sea 1e which inc 1uded five responses:
difflculty, 11

11

11

No

Little difficulty," "Difficult," "A

hardship, 11 and "Great hardship."

For the purpose of

reporting these opinions of superintendents, the
percentages of

11

No difficulty" and "Little difficulty''

were combined, as were the percentages of
and "Great hardship" responses.

11

A hardship"

The six standards

which are concerned with school board policy
requirements are:
1.

Adoption of a performance evaluation process.

2.

Adoption of needs assessment policy, plans and
goals.

3.

Adoption of instructional time-on-task
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auditing.
4.

Adoption of student responsibility and
discipline procedures.

5.

Curriculum development, implementation and
evaluation of the curriculum. and monitoring
of the school program.

6.

Establishment and operation of a school health
services program.

Standard No. 1:
evaluation process.

Adoption of a performance
As shown in Table 8, there was no

significant difference between the smal 1, medium, and
large-school superintendents on the degree of
difficulty in meeting this standard.

More than sixty

percent of the medium and large-school superintendents
<61.8 and 66.7 percent, respectively>, thought there
would be little or no difficulty In meeting this
standard.

The small-school superintendents were not as

convinced as 42.9 percent responded that there would be
little or no difficulty.

Almost one-half <46.4

percent> of the small-school respondents indicated it
would be

11

Difficult 11 to meet this standard.

A small

number of the superintendents from each group indicated
meeting this standard would be a
hardship."

11

Hardship" or "Great

The highest percentage was 10.7 for the

small-school superintendents and the lowest was 8.4 for
the large-school superintendents.
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Table 8
Degree of Difficulty for School Districts in Meeting the New
Standards Requiring Additional School Board Policies
Issue: The new educational standards may be a challenge for your
district or sane districts. How much difficulty do you feel your
district will have in meeting these standards?
(Questionnaire item #4a--Adoption of a performance evaluation
process.>
PUBLIC SCHOOL SUPERINTENDENTS
Group A:
Small
Districts
<N=28)
Percent

Group 8:
Medium-sized
Districts
CN=34)
Percent

Group C:
Total
Large
Districts
<N=24)
<N=86>
Percent
Percent

Key:
1--No
Difficulty

17.9

26.5

37.5

26.7

2--Little
Difficulty

25.0

35.3

29.2

30.2

3--Difficult

46.4

29.4

25.0

33.7

4--A hardship

10.7

8.8

4.2

8.1

.0

.0

4.2

1.2

Total

100.0

100.0

100.1

99.9

Total Number
of Responses

100.0

100.0

100.0

100.0

5--Great
Hardship

.o
.o
.0
Did Not Answer
.a
2.08
Mean
2.21
2.50
1.10
0.95
S.D.
0.92
F-Ratio=1.27
*P<=.05
Note-- Because of rounding, percentages may not equal 100.
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Standard No. 2:
gQllcv and goals.

Adoption of needs assessment

There was considerable similarity ln

the responses of the three groups of superintendents to
this standard.

More than four-fifths of each group

stated they would have little or no difficulty in
meeting this standard (87.5 percent to 82.3 percent>.
As shown ln Table 9, there was no significant
difference between the small, medium, and large-school
superintendents on the degree of difficulty in meeting
this standard.

Only two superintendents (2.3 percent

of the total respondents) indicated meeting this
standard would be a hardship and 86 percent indicated
it would be met with little or no difficulty.
Standard No. 3:

Adoption of lnstryctlonal

time-on-task auditing.

There was no significant

difference between the small, medium, and large-school
superintendents on the degree of difficulty in meeting
this standard.

The results shown in Table 10 revealed

that more than one-half of the total superintendents
reported little or no difficulty ln meeting this
standard C54.7 percent>.

Large-school superintendents

indicated the least concern, registering 62.5 percent
"Little difficulty" and "No difficulty" responses.
Small-school superintendents registered the lowest
percentage of "Little difficulty" and "No difficulty"
responses (46.4 percent>.

Less than fourteen percent

of the total respondents (13.9 percent) indicated
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Table 9
Degree of Difficulty for School Districts in Meeting the New
Standards Requiring Additional School Board Policies
Issue: The new educational standards may be a challenge for your
district or some districts. How much difficulty do you feel your
district will have in meeting these standards? (Questionnaire
item #4b--Adoption of needs assessment policy, plans and goals.>
PUBLIC SCHOOL SUPERINTENDENTS
Group A:
Small
Districts
<N=28>
Percent

Group B:
Medium-sized
Districts
<N=34)
Percent

Group C:
Total
Large
Districts
<N=24)
<N=86>
Percent
Percent

Key:
1--No
Di ff icu 1ty

28.6

38.2

50.0

38.4

2--Llttle
Di f flcu 1ty

60.7

44.1

37.5

47.7

3--Dlfficult

10.7

11.8

12.5

1 t.6

4--A hardship

.O

5.9

2.3

5--Great
Hardship

.O

.o

.o
.o

Total

100.0

100.0

100.0

100.0

Total Number
of Responses

100.0

100.0

100.0

100.0

.o

Did Not Answer
.o
.o
.o
.o
Mean
1.82
1.85
1.63
S.D.
0.61
0.86
0.71
F-Ratlo=0.73
*P<=.05
Note--Because of rounding, percentages may not equal 100.
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Table 10
Degr"ee of Difficulty for School Distr'icts in Meeting the New
StandaC"ds Requir'ing Additional School Boar'd Policies
Issue: The new educational standards may be a challenge for" your"
distr'ict or some dlstr'icts. How much difficulty do you feel your
district will have In meeting these standards?
(Questionnaire item #4c--Adoption of instructional time-on-task
auditing.>
PUBLIC SCHOOL SUPERINTENDENTS
Group 8:
Gr'OUP A:
Smal 1
Medium-sized
DistC"icts Dlstr"lcts
<N=28)
CN=34>
Percent
Percent

GC"oup C:
Total
Large
Districts
<N=24)
<N=86>
Per'cent
Percent

Key:
1--No
Difficulty

14.3

17.7

8.3

14.0

2--Llttle
Difficulty

32.1

38.2

54.2

40.7

3-- Di ff i cu I t

39.3

32.4

20.8

31.4

4--A har'dship

14.3

9.8

12.5

11.6

.o

2.9

4.2

2.3

Total

100.0

100.0

100.0

100.0

Total Number'
of Responses

100.0

100.0

100.0

100.0

5--Great
Hardship

.o
.0
.o
.0
Did Not Answer
2.50
2.41
2.54
Mean
0.98
0.99
0.92
S.D.
F-Rat io=O. 14
*P<=.05
Note--Because of rounding. percentages may not equal 100.
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meeting this standard would be a hardship.

More than

thirty percent <31.4 percent> of the respondents
reported that meeting this standard would be
II

Di ff i cu 1t . II
Standard No. 4:

Adoption of student

responsibil lty and discipline procedures.

As evidenced

by the data reported in Table 11, a large majority of
the superintendents believed they could easily meet
this standard.
percentage of

For all the superintendents, the
11

No dlfflculty 11 and "Little difficulty"

responses was over 80 percent.
the percentages were:

Specifically by groups,

Small, 82.1 percent; Medium,

79.4 percent; Large, 91.6 percent.

There was no

signlf lcant difference between the three groups of
superintendents on the degree of difficulty in meeting
this standard.

There were no superintendents who

indicated that meeting this standard would be a
hardship and only 16.3 percent indicated it would be
difficult.
Standard No. 5:

Cyrricylum development.

implementation and evaluation of the curriculum. and
monitoring of the school program.

As shown in Table

12, nearly two-thirds <64.7 percent> of the

superintendents indicated there would be little or no
difficulty in meeting this standard.

The percentages

of "No difficulty" and "Litle difficulty" responses
indicated much the same opinion with 66.6 percent by
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Table 11
Degree of Difficulty for School Districts In Meeting the New
Standards Requiring Additional School Board Policies
Issue: The new educational standards may be a challenge for your
district or some districts. How much difficulty do you feel your
district will have in meeting these standards?
(Questionnaire item #4d--Adoption of student responsibility and
discipline procedures.>
PUBLIC SCHOOL SUPERINTENDENTS
Group A:
Smal I
Districts
<N=28)
Percent
Key:

Group B:
Medium-sized
Districts
<N=34>
Percent

Group C:
Total
Large
Districts
<N=86)
<N=24>
Percent
Percent

1--No
32.1
Diff lcu 1ty

35.3

45.8

37.2

2--Llttle
50.0
Difficulty

44.1

45.8

46.5

17.9

20.6

8.3

16.3

4--A hardship

.o

5--Great
Hardship

.0

.o
.o

.o
.o

.o
.o

Total

100.0

100.0

99.9

100.0

Total Number
of Responses

100.0

100.0

100.0

100.0

3--Di ff lcul t

Did Not Answer
.o
.o
.o
.O
Mean
1.86
1.85
1.63
S.D.
0.71
0.74
0.65
F-Ratio=0.92
*P<=.05
Note--Because of roundingt percentages may not equal 100.
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Table 12
Degree of Difficulty for School Districts in Meeting the New
Standards Requiring Additional School Board Policies
Issue: The new educational standards may be a challenge for your
district or some districts. How much difficulty do you feel your
district will have in meeting these standards?
<Questionnaire item #4e--Curriculum development, implementation
and evaluation of the curriculum, and monitoring of the school
program>.

PUBLIC SCHOOL SUPERINTENDENTS
Group A:
Small
Districts
<N=28>
Percent

Group B:
Medium-sized
Districts
<N=34)
PeC'cent

Group C:
Total
Large
Districts
<N=24)
<N=86)
Percent
PeC'cent

Key:
1--No
Dl ff icu l ty

25.9

20.6

29.2

24.7

2--Little
Difficulty

40.7

38.2

41. 7

40.0

3--Dlf f lcu l t

29.6

38.2

25.0

31.8

4--A hardship

3.7

2.9

.o

2.4

.o

.o

4.2

1.2

Total

99.9

99.9

100.1

100.1

Total NumbeC'
of Responses

98.8

100.0

100.0

5--Great
HaC'dship

100.0

Did Not Answer 1.2
.0
.o
.o
Hean
2.04
2.24
2.08
S.D.
0.92
0.82
0.97
F-Ratio=0.42
*P<=.05
Note--Because of C'oundlng, peC'centages may not equal 100.
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small-school superintendents, 58.8 percent by
medium-school superintendents. and 70.9 percent by
large-school superintendents.

There was no significant

difference between the three groups of superintendents
on the degree of difficulty in meeting this standard.
OnlY three superintendents or 3.6 percent of the
respondents indicated that meeting this standard would
be a hardship.

More than 30 percent <31.8 percent>

indicated it would be difficult.
Standard No. 6:

Establishment and operation of a

school health services program.

Results shown in Table

13 revealed that there was a significant difference
between the three groups of superintendents on the
degree of difficulty in meeting thls standard.

Only

28.6 percent of the small-school superintendents
believed that meeting this standard would require
little or no difficulty compared to 64.8 percent of the
medium-school superintendents and 75 percent of the
large-school superintendents.

One-fourth <25 percent)

of the small-school superintendents Indicated meeting
this standard would be a hardship compared to 8.8
percent of the medium-school superintendents and none
of the large-school superintendents.

Nearly one-half

(46.4 percent> of the small-school superintendents
indicated meeting this standard would be difficult
while 26.5 percent of the medium and 25 percent of the
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Table 13
Degree of Difficulty for School Districts in Meeting the New
Standards Requiring Additional School Board Policies
Issue: The new educational standards may be a challenge for your
district or sane districts. How much difficulty do you feel your
district will have in meeting these standards?
<Questionnaire item #4f--Establishment and operation of a school
health services program.>

PUBLIC SCHOOL SUPERINTENDENTS
Group A:

Group B:
Medlum-slzed
Districts Districts
<N=28)
<N=34>
PeC'cent
Percent
Srna 11

Key:

Total
GC'OUP C:
LaC'ge
DistC'lcts
<N=86)
<N=24>
PeC'cent
Percent

1--No
Difficulty

10.7

32.4

25.0

23.2

2--Little
Difficulty

17.9

32.4

50.0

32.6

3--Dlf f 1cu1 t

46.4

26.5

25.0

32.6

4--A hardship 25.0

8.8

11.6

.o

.o

.o
.o

Total

100.0

100.0

100.0

100.0

Total Number
of Responses

100.0

100.0

100.0

100.0

5--Great
Hardship

.o

Did Not Answer
.o
.o
.o
.o
Mean
2.86
2.12
2.00
S.D.
0.93
0.98
0.72
F-Ratlo=7.39•
•p<=.05
Note--Because of C'oundlng, percentages may not equal 100.
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large-school superintendents responded it would be
difficult.
In summary, a majority of the respondents
indicated meeting the six standards requiring new
school board policies would not be difficult.

The

small and medium-school superintendents reported more
difficulty than the large-school superintendents on
five of the six standards.

For those f lve standards.

which should result in more specific school board
policies and procedures in areas such as discipline,
needs assessment, time-on-task, curriculum development,
and

eval~ation•

their implementation should result in

more definitive instructional programs.

The smal 1-

school superintendent, who many times is the only
administrator in the district, views this task as being
difficult or a hardship.
The small-school superintendents were particularly
concerned about meeting the requirements of
establishing and operating a school health services
program.

Three of every four superintendents from the

small-school group reported that meeting those
requirements would be difficult or a hardship.

The

lack of health staff as well as administrative staff
would explain the great concern by the small-school
superintendents regarding the health services program
requirement.

This area with the advent of AIDS and the

many other health questions that go with it, is
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difficult for small districts with minimal health
staff.

The small-school superintendents, who many

times are without the necessary health support staff,
are not isolated from controversial subjects ln this
subject area.

Parental concerns and questions usually

land squarely on the superintendent's desk.
Degree of Difficulty for School Districts in Meeting
the New Standards Requiring Programs to Meet Student
Needs
Three educational standards to require new
programs to meet the needs of students were mandated by
the state.

The three standards are:

1.

Gifted and talented program.

2.

Program for

3.

Guidance program with certificated staff for

11

at-risk 11 students.

grades K-12.
Standard No. 1:

Gifted and Talented Program.

There was considerable agreement among superintendents
of the three groups concerning the degree of difficulty
in meeting this standard.

As shown in Table 14, more

than three-fourths of all respondents (75.3 percent>
indicated little or no difficulty ln meeting this
standard.

The subgroup scores ranged from 81.5 percent

for the smal I-school superintendents to 70.6 percent
for the medium-school superintendents.

There was no

significant difference between the small, medium, and
large-school superintendents on the degree of
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Table 14
Degree of Dlff iculty for School Districts in Meeting the New
Standards Requiring Programs to Meet Student Needs
Issue: The new educational standards may be a challenge for your
district or some districts. How much difficulty do you feel your
district will have in meeting these standards?
<Questionnaire item #4g--Gifted and talented program.>
PUBLIC SCHOOL SUPERINTENDENTS

Key:

Group A:
Smal I
Districts
<N=28>
Percent

Group B:
Medium-sized
Districts
<N=34)
Percent

Group C:
Total
Large
Districts
CN=86)
<N=24>
Percent
Percent

1--No
55.6
Difficulty

44.1

58.3

51.8

2--Little
Difficulty

25.9

26.5

16.7

23.5

3--Di ff lcu 1t

7.4

23.5

20.8

17.6

4--A hardship

7.4

5.9

4.2

5.9

5--Great
Hardship

3.7

.o

.0

1.2

100.0

100.0

100.0

100.0

98.8

100.0

100.0

100.0

Did Not Answer 1.2
1.63
Mean

.o

.o

1.91

Total
Total Number
of Responses

f-B1ti2:D11~

.o

1. 71

*P<=.05
Note--Because of rounding, percentages may not equal 100.
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difficulty in meeting this standard.

Only 7.1 percent

of the respondents indicated meeting this standard
would be a hardship, while 17.6 percent stated it would
be difficult.
Standard No. 2:

Program for

11

at-risk 11 stydeots.

As shown In Table 15, there was no slgnlf lcant
difference between the three groups of superintendents
on the degree of dlfflculty In meeting this standard.
The responses of the superintendents to this question
Indicate considerable concern as to meeting this
standard.

Nearly forty percent (39.5 percent) of the

respondents Indicated it would be difficult to meet
this standard and 16.3 percent answer:-ed wlth "Hardship"
or "Great har:-dship" r:-esponses.

Less than one-half

C44.2 percent) of the superintendents Indicated meeting
this standard would require little or no difficulty.
The totals of the data revealed much more
difficulty for the small-school superintendents in
meeting this standard than the large-school
superintendents.

One-half of the small-school

superintendents Indicated meeting this standard would
be difficult and almost one-fourth C21.5 percent)
be 1 i eved 1t wou·1 d be a hardsh 1p.
difficulty" or

11

The percent age of

11

No

Llttle difficulty" responses for the

large-school superintendents was more than double that
of the small-school superintendents C62.5 percent
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Table 15
Degree of Difficulty foe School Districts In Meeting the New
Standards Requiring Programs to Meet Student Needs
Issue: The new educational standards may be a challenge foe your
district or sane districts. How much difficulty do you feel your
district will have in meeting these standards?
cQuestionnaice Item #4h--Pcogcam foe 11 at-clsk.u students.)
PUBLIC SCHOOL SUPERINTENDENTS
Group A:
Smal I
Districts
(N=28>
Percent

Group B:
Medium-sized
Districts
<N=34)
Percent

Key:

Group C:
Total
Large
Districts
<N=86)
<N=24>
Percent
Percent

1--No
Dlf f icu 1ty

7 .1

8.8

12.5

9.3

2--Little
Difficulty

21.4

35.3

50.0

34.9

3--Dlfflcult

50.0

41.2

25.0

39.5

4--A hardship

17.9

14.7

12.5

15.1

3.6

.0

.o

1.2

Total

100.0

100.0

100.0

100.1

Total Number
of Responses

100.0

100.0

100.0

100.0

5--Great
Hardship

.o
.o
.o
.o
Did Not Answer
2.38
2.89
2.79
Mean
0.69
0.88
0.92
S.D.
F-Ratlo=2.88
*P<=.05
Note-- Because of rounding, percentages may not equal 100.
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the data indicate that setting up an

11

at risk 11 program

was viewed as a much more difficult task for the
smal I-school superintendents.
Standard No. 3:
~ertif

Guidance program with

icated staff for grades K-12.

As evidenced by

the data reported in Table 16, a majority of al 1
superintendents C64.3 percent> thought that this
standard could be met with little or no difficulty.
The large-school superintendents again expressed less
concern with 79.1 percent marking "No difficulty" or
11

Little difficulty" responses ln contrast to 55.5

percent for the small-school superintendents and 60.6
percent for the medium-school superintendents.

The

small and medium-school superintendents also had a
higher percentage of "Dlfficult. 11 "A hardship," and
"Great hardship" responses than did the large-school
superintendents.

Only 4.2 percent of the large-school

superintendents marked "difficult" compared to 18.5 and
18.2 percent for the small and medium-school
superintendents, respectively.

Likewise, a higher

percentage of hardship responses were marked by the
small and medium-school superintendents C25.9 and 21.2
percent> compared to the large-school superintendents
C16.7 percent>.

There was no significant difference

between the groups of superintendents on the degree of
difficulty in meeting this standard.

Establishing a

K-12 guidance program would not appear to be a major
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Table 16
Degree of Difficulty for School Districts in Meeting the New
Standards Requiring Programs to Meet Student Needs
Issue: The new educational standards may be a challenge for your
district or some districts. How much dlff iculty do you feel your
district will have in meeting these standards?
<Questionnaire item #4i--Guidance program with certif lcated staff
for grades K-12.>
PUBLIC SCHOOL SUPERINTENDENTS

Key:

Group A.:
Smal 1
Districts
<N=28>
Percent

Group B:
Medium-sized
Districts
<N=34)
Pel" cent

Group C:
Total
Large
Districts
<N=24)
<N=86>
Percent
Percent

1--No
Di ff !cul ty

29.6

27.3

45.8

33.3

2--Ll tt le
Difficulty

25.9

33.3

33.3

31.0

3--Dlfficult

18.5

18.2

4.2

14.3

4--A. hardship

14.8

15.2

16.7

15.5

5--GC"eat
Hal"dshlp

11.1

6.1

.0

6.0

Total

99.9

100 .1

100.0

100.1

Total Numbel"
of Responses

97.7

100.0

100.0

100.0

Did Not Answer 2.3
.o
.o
.o
Mean
2.52
2.39
1.92
S.D.
1.37
1.22
1.10
F-RatiQ=l.66
itp(=.05
Note--Because of rounding, pel"centages may not equal 100.
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burden for the large schools but it would be more
difficult for the smal 1 and medium-school districts.
In conclusion, the data indicate that meeting the
standards. which require programs to meet the needs of
students, was not difficult for a majority of the
districts.

Again, the establishment of new programs

was much more of a hardship for the smal I-school
districts and less difficult for the large-school
districts.

Al 1 three of the above-mentioned standards

would require new staff or the assignment of staff to
additional new responsibilities.

As a result, this

would be more difficult for the small-school
superintendents who have fewer teachers.

For example,

meeting the elementary guidance standard would require
a present high school guidance counselor to return to
school to obtain elementary endorsement or the district
to hire a new staff member.

With declining enrollments

this would be an added burden for the small-school
superintendents.

In the interview of one of the

small-school superintendents. he voiced concern as to
who was included in an "at risk" program.

Did it

include elementary students or high school students
only?

The burden of answering this question and the

others regarding each standard, ls the responsibility
of the superintendent in the small school district, in
contrast to the other districts where the
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superintendent usually has addltlonal administrators
and teaching staff.
Degree of Difficulty for School Districts in Meeting
the New Standards for Curriculum Program Reguirements
Eleven educational standards were mandated by the
state with regard to new curriculum program
requirements.

The eleven standards are:

1.

Every-day kindergarten (begins in 1992).

2.

200-day school calendar.

3.

A 5 1/2 hour instructional day.

4.

A district media services program with
certificated media specialists in each
attendance center.

5.

Instructional programs for current
technologies.

6.

A minimum of 41 high school units of study.

7.

Four years of a foreign language.

8.

Ten units of vocational education.

9.

Health, physical education, and fine arts.

10.

Global education program.

11.

Superintendent may not serve as a building
principal.

Standard No. 1:
in 1992.

Every-day kindergarten beginning

There was considerable concern among all

superintendents as to implementation of this standard.
Nearly one-half (44.7 percent) of all the respondents

115

indicated that meeting this standard would be a
hardship.

As shown in Table 17, a significant

difference existed between the three groups of
superintendents on the degree of difficulty in meeting
this standard.

In contrast to many of the other

standards, this standard was more of a hardship for the
large and medium-schools and less for the small
schools.

More than one-half of the large and

medium-school superintendents (58.3 and 50.1 percent,
respectively> responded that this standard would be " A
hardshlp 11 or-

11

Great hardship, 11 while only one-fourth

<25.9 percent> of the small-school superintendents
viewed it as a hardship.

Nearly sixty percent <59.2

percent> of the small-school superintendents indicated
there would be little or no difficulty in meeting this
standar-d while 32.4 and 16.6 percent of the medium and
large-school superintendents, respectively, responded
ln that manner.
As in the earlier analysis which reported on the
standards with the greatest impact, the medium and
large-school superintendents Indicated that meeting
this standard would be extremely difficult.

The small

schools with limited student enrollment did not
anticipate much lf any difficulty In adding ever-y-day
kindergarten.
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Table 17
Degree of Difficulty for School Districts in Meeting the New
Standards for Curriculum Program Requirements
Issue: The new educational standards may be a challenge for your
district or some districts. How much difficulty do you feel your
district will have in meeting these standards.
(Questionnaire item #4j--Every day kindergarten Cbegins in 1992>.
PUBLIC SCHOOL SUPERINTENDENTS
Group A:
Smal 1
Districts
<N=28>
Per Cent
Key:

Group B:
Medium-sized
Districts
<N=34)
Per Cent

Group C:
Total
Large
Districts
<N=24)
<N=86)
Per Cent
Per Cent

1--No
Di ff icu Jty

37.0

26.5

8.3

24.7

2--Little
Difficulty

22.2

5.9

8.3

11.8

3--D i ff i cu I t

14.8

17.7

25.0

18.8

4--A hardship

14.8

32.4

20.8

23.5

5--Great
Hardship

11.1

17.7

37.5

21.2

Total

99.9

100.2

99.9

100.0

Total Number
of Responses

98.8

98.8

98.8

98.8

Did Not Answer 1.2
1.2
1.2
1.2
Mean
2.41
3.09
3.71
S•D•
1. 42
1. 48
1. 30
F-Ratio=5.39*
*P<=.05
Note--Because of rounding, percentages may not equal 100.
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Standard No. 2:

200 day school calendar.

As

shown in Table 18, there was no slgnif icant difference
between the smal I, medium, and large-school
superintendents on the degree of difficulty in meeting
this standard.

Although more than one-half of the

superintendents C52.9 percent) indicated little or no
difficulty lo meeting this standard, the percentage for
superintendents from small and large schools was
considerably higher C67.1 and 73.8 percent,
respectively) in contrast with the medium-school
superintendents C36.4 percent).

More than thirty

percent C30.3 percent of the medium-school
superintendents reported this standard was either a
hardship or a great hardship in contrast with 17.8
percent of the small-school superintendents and 8.3
percent of the large-school superintendents.

A higher

percentage of the medium-school superintendents C33.3
percent> marked "Difficult" for this question.
Twenty-five percent of the smal I-school superintendents
and 20.8 percent of the large-school superintendents
indicated meeting this standard would be difficult.
The 200-day calendar was viewed to be a difficult
standard to meet by the medium-school superintendents
but not by the other two groups.
Standard No 3:

A 5 1/2 hour instructional day.

There was considerable agreement among al 1 three
superintendent groups that meeting this standard would
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Table 18
Degree of Difficulty for School Districts in Meeting the New
Standards for Curriculum Program Requirements
Issue: The new educational standards may be a challenge for your
district or some districts. How much dlff iculty do you feel your
district will have ln meeting these standards.
(Questionnaire Item #4k--200 day school calendar>.
PUBLIC SCHOOL SUPERINTENDENTS
Group A:
Smal 1
Districts
CN=28>
Per Cent

Group B:
Medium-sized
Districts
CN=34)
Per Cent

Key:

Group C:
Total
Large
Districts
<N=86)
(N=24)
Per
Cent
Per Cent

1--No
Difficulty

25.0

21.2

25.0

23.5

2--Little
Difficulty

32.1

15.2

45.8

29.4

3--Di ff i cu 1t

25.0

33.3

20.8

27 .1

4--A hardship

7 .1

21.2

8.3

12.9

5--Great
Hardship

10.7

9 .1

.o

7 .1

Total

99.9

100.0

99.9

100.0

Total Number
of Responses

98.8

98.8

98.8

98.8

1.2
1.2
1.2
Did Not Answer 1.2
2.13
2.82
2.46
Mean
.95
1.26
1.26
S.D.
F-Ratio=2.42
*P<=.05
Note--Because of rounding, percentages may not equal 100.
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Involve little or no difficulty.

More than four out of

five of the total superintendents <83.6 percent)
responded "Little difficulty" or "No difficulty."

Less

than 6 percent <5.9 percent) indicated meeting this
standard would be a hardship and 10.6 percent indicated
it would be difficult.

As shown in Table 19, there was

no significant difference between the three groups of
superintendents on the degree of difficulty in meeting
this standard.

Meeting this standard was of little

concern to nearly all superintendents.
Standard No. 4:

A district media services Program

with certificated media specialists in each attendance
center.

Although nearly 70 percent of the total

superintendents <67.9 percent> marked "Little
dlff iculty" or "No diff lculty" for this standard,
slightly more than one-half <51.8 percent) of the
small-school superintendents indicated little or no
difficulty.

Nearly three-fourths of the other two

groups responded thdt this standard could be met with
little or no difficulty <75.8 percent and 75 percent
for the medium and large-school superintendents,
respectively).

Results shown in Table 20 indicated no

slgnif icant difference between the three superintendent
groups on the degree of difficulty in meeting this
standard.

A higher percentage of the smal I-school

superintendents <22.2 percent> indicated meeting this
standard would be a hardship compared to 15.2 and 12.5
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Table 19
Degree of Difficulty for School Districts in Meeting the New
Standards for Curriculum Program Requirements
Issue: The new educational standards may be a challenge for your
district or some districts. How much difficulty do you feel your
district will have in meeting these standards.
<Questionnaire item #41--A 5 1/2 hour instructional day).
PUBLIC SCHOOL SUPERINTENDENTS

Key:

Group A:
Smal 1
Districts
<N=262
Per Cent

Group B:
Group C:
Medium-sized Large
Districts
Districts
rn=~~2

Per Cent

<H=2~2

Per Cent

Total
C[i=622
Per Cent

51.9
1--No
Difficulty

50.0

54.2

51.8

2--Little
25.9
Difficulty

32.4

37.5

31.8

3--Difficult

18.5

a.a

4.2

10.6

4--A hardship

3.7

5.9

4.2

4.7

.0

2.9

.o

1.2

100.0

100.0

100 .1

100 .1

98.8

98.8

98.8

98.8

Illa No~ 6nswe[ 112
1. 74
Mean
.90
S.D.

1.79
1.04

1.2

1.2

5--Great
Hardship
Total
Total Number
of Responses

1.2

1.58
.78

r-Eatlg=Q.~a

*P<=.05
Note--Because of rounding, percentages may not equal 100.
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Table 20
Degree of Difficulty for School Districts in Meeting the New
Standards for Curriculum Program Requirements
Issue: The new educational standards may be a challenge for your
district or some districts. How much difficulty do you feel your
district will have in meeting these standards.
(Questionnaire item #4m--A district media services program with
certificated media specialists in each attendance center>.
PUBLIC SCHOOL SUPERINTENDENTS
Group A:
Small
Districts
<N=28)
Per Cent
Key:

Group B:
Medium-sized
Districts
<N=34>
Per Cent

Group C:
Large
Districts
<N=24>
Per Cent

Total
CN=86>
Per Cent

1--No
Difficulty

25.9

45.5

54.2

41. 7

2--Llttle
Difficulty

25.9

30.3

20.8

26.2

3--Difficult

25.9

9.1

12.5

15.5

4--A hardship 22.2

9.1

1-2.5

14.3

5--Great
Hardship

.0

6.1

.o

2.4

Total

99.9

100.1

100.0

100.1

Total Number
of Responses

96.4

97 .1

100.0

97.7

.o
2.9
1.2
Did Not Answer 3.6
1.83
2.00
2.46
Mean
1.09
1.22
S.D.
1.10
F-Ratio=2.18
*P<=.05
Note--Because of rounding, percentages may not equal 100.
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percent for the medium and large-school
superintendents, respectively.

The same was true with

regard to superintendents who responded that meeting
this standard would be difficult.

The percentage of

smal !-school superintendents responding

11

Dlfflcult 11 to

this standard was 25.9 percent compared to 9.1 percent
for the medium-school superintendents and 12.5 percent
for the large-school superintendents. Meeting this
standard was not a problem for the medium and largeschool superintendents, but almost one-half of the
smal I-school superintendents stated it would be
difficult.
Standard No. 5:
current technologies.

Instructional programs for
As shown In Table 21, meeting

this standard was again more of a hardship for the
small-school superintendents than for the other two
groups.

The percentage of

11

Difflcult 11 responses was

40.7 percent for the small schools compared to 29.4 and
29.2 percent for the medium and large schools,
respectively.

More than ten percent (11.1 percent) of

the smal }-school superintendents indicated meeting this
standard would be a hardship.

There was no signif lcant

difference between the three superintendent groups on
the degree of difficulty in meeting this standard.
Slightly less than 60 percent <58.8 percent> of all the
superintendents indicated they would have little or no
dlff iculty in meeting this standard.

As in the

123

Table 21
Degree of Difficulty for School Districts ln Meeting the New
Standards for Curriculum Program Requirements
Issue: The new educational standards may be a challenge for your
district or some districts. How much difficulty do you feel your
district will have in meeting these standards?
<Questionnaire item #4n--Instructlonal programs for current
technologies.>
PUBLIC SCHOOL SUPERINTENDENTS
Group A:
Group B:
Group C:
Smal 1
Medium-sized Large
Districts Districts
Dlstr lets
Hi=2~U

rn=~~2

n:i=2~>

Total

rn=ai12

Percent

Percent

Percent

Percent

18.5

29.4

25.0

24.7

2--Little
29.6
Difficulty

32.4

41. 7

34.1

3--Dl ff icul t

40. 7

29.4

29.2

32.9

4--A hardship

7.4

8.8

4.2

7 .1

5--Great
Hardship

3.7

.o

.0

1.2

Total

99.9

100.0

100 .1

100.0

Total Number
of Reaponses

96.4

100.0

100.0

98.8

Key:
1--No
Difficulty

.Q
.Q
.Q
D1d ~gt 6aswec
.a
2.18
2.13
2.48
Mean
.97
.85
1.01
S.D.
i-Ritls:e
*P<=.05
Note--Because of rounding, percentages may not equal 100.
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previous standard, only the small-school
superintendents viewed meeting this standard to be
difficult or a hardship.
Standard No. 6:
Qf study.

A minimum of 41 high school units

The results reported in Table 22 indicated

there was a significant difference between the groups
of superintendents on the degree of difficulty in
meeting this standard.

Nearly 15 percent <14.8

percent) of the smal I-school superintendents mar-k.ed

A

11

hardship" or "Great har-dshlp" for the standar-d and
another 7.4 per-cent stated it would be difficult to
meet the standar-d.

This was in sharp contrast to the

medium and large-school superintendents.

None of the

superintendents of those two groups reported lt would
be a hardship and only one medium-school superintendent
<2.9 percent of that group> indicated it would be
difficult.

All 24 of the large-school superintendents

<100 percent> responded there would be little or no
difficulty meeting this standard and 97.1 percent of
the medium-school superintendents indicated the same.
Overall, more than 90 percent <91.7 percent> of the
total superintendents marked "Little difficulty 11 or
difficulty" in meeting this standard.

11

No

The data show

that meeting this standard was not difficult for any of
the superintendent groups except the small-school
superintendents.
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Table 22
Degree of Difficulty for School Districts in Meeting the New
Standards for Curriculum Program Requirements
Issue: The new educational standards may be a challenge for your
district or some districts. How much difficulty do you feel your
district will have in meeting these standards?
(Questionnaire item #4o--A minimum of 41 high school units of
study.>
PUBLIC SCHOOL SUPERINTENDENTS

Key:

Group A:
Group B:
Small
Medium-sized
Districts Districts
(N=28>
<N=34)
Percent
Percent

Group C:
Total
Large
Districts
<N=86)
<N=24>
Percent
Percent

59.3
1--No
Difficulty

76.5

83.3

72.9

2--Little
Difficulty

18.5

20.6

16.7

18.8

3--Diff icult

7.4

2.9

3.5

4--A hardship

7.4

5--Great
Hardship

7.4

.o
.o

.o
.o
.o

100.0

100.0

100.0

100.0

Total Number
of Responses 100.0

100.0

100.0

100.0

Total

2.4
2.4

,Q
.o
.o
.0
Did Not Answer
1.17
1.26
Hean
1.85
.51
.38
S.D.
1.29
F-Ratlo=*5.48
*P<=.05
Note--Because of rounding, percentages may not equal 100.
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Standard No. 7:

Four years of a foreign language.

As shown ln Table 23, meeting thls standard was agaln
much more of a concern for small-school superintendents
than for the medium and large-school superintendents.
The large-school superintendents indicated little or no
difficulty in meeting this standard as al 1 24
superintendents marked those two responses.

Almost 15

percent (14.8 percent> of the small-school
superintendents indicated meeting this standard would
be a hardship.

Another 18.5 percent of this group

marked " Difficult" for their response.

Although more

than 80 percent of all the superintendents <81.2
percent> indicated little or no difficulty in meeting
this standard, the percentages of "No difficulty" and
"Little difficulty" responses ranged from a high of 100
percent for the large-school superintendents to a low
of 66.7 percent for the smal I-school superintendents.
There was a significant difference between the small,
medium, and large-school superintendents on the degree
of difficulty In meeting this standard.

Meeting thls

standard was much more difficult for the small-school
superintendents than it was for the other two groups.
Standard No. 8:
education.

Ten units of vocational

The totals of the data reported in Table 24

confirm there was a significant difference in the three
superintendent groups on the degree of difficulty in
meeting this standard.

As in the two previous
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Table 23
Degree of Difficulty for School Districts in Meeting the New
Standards for Curriculum Program Requirements
Issue: The new educational standards may be a challenge for your
district or some districts. How much difficulty do you feel your
district will have in meeting these standards?
(Questionnaire Item #4p--Four years of a foreign language.)
PUBLIC SCHOOL SUPERINTENDENTS

Key:

Group A:
Group B:
Group C:
Total
Small
Medium-sized Large
Districts Districts
Districts
<N=28)
<N=34)
<N=24>
<N=86)
Percent
Percent
Percent
Percent

1--No
Dl ff icu 1ty

33.3

58.8

75.0

55.3

2--Llttle
Difficulty

33.3

20.6

25.0

25.9

3--Dlfficult

18.5

11.8

10.6

4--A hardship

14.8

8.8

.0

.0

.o
.o
.o

5--Great
Hardship

8.2

.o

Total

99.9

100.0

100.0

100.0

Total Number
of Responses

96.4

100.0

100.0

98.8

.o
.0
1.2
Did Not Answer 3.6
1. 71
1.25
Mean
2.15
1.00
.44
S.D.
1.06
F-Ratio=*6.28
*P<=.05
Note--Because of rounding, percentages may not equal 100.
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Table 24
Degree of Difficulty for School DistLicts in Meeting the New
Standards for Curriculum Program Requirements
Issue: The new educational standards may be a challenge for your
district or some districts. How much dlff iculty do you feel your
district will have in meeting these standards?
(Questionnaire item #4q--Ten units of vocational education.>
PUBLIC SCHOOL SUPERINTENDENTS
Group A:
Smal I
Districts
CN=28>
Percent

Group B:
Group C:
Total
Hedium-sl zed Large
Districts
Districts
<N=34)

<N=24)

Percent

Percent

Percent

<N=86)

Key:
1--No
Di fflcul ty

37.0

47 .1

54.2

45.9

2--Llttle
Difficulty

18.5

26.5

37.5

27 .1

3--Diff icult

7.4

8.8

8.3

8.2

4--A hardship 25.9

8.8

11.8

5--Great
Hardship

11.1

8.8

.o
.o

Tota)

99.9

100.0

100.0

100.0

Total Number
of Responses

96.4

100.0

100.0

98.8

7 .1

.o
.o
.o
.o
Did Not Answer
1.54
2.06
2.56
Mean
.66
1.32
1.50
S.D.
F-Ratio=*
*P<=.05
Note--Because of rounding, percentages may not equal 100.
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standards, the results indicated that meeting this
standard would be much more of a hardship for the
smal I-school superintendents than for the other two
groups.

Almost forty percent (37 percent) of the

smal 1-school superintendents reported meeting this
standard would be a

hardshi~

in contrast to 17.6

percent of the medium-school superintendents and none
of the large-school superintendents.

Although nearly

three-fourths <73 percent) of al 1 the superintendents
marked "Little difficulty" or "No difficulty," the
percentage of responses ranged from a high of 91.7
percent for the large-school superintendents to 55.5
percent for the small-school superintendents.

The data

indicate that this standard would be much more
difficult to meet for the smal I-school superintendents
than for the medium and large-school superintendents.
Standard No. 9:
fine arts.

Health. physical eciucation. and

Three-fourths of all the superintendents

<75 percent) who responded to the survey believed that
there would be little or no difficulty in meeting this
standard.

Only two medium-school superintendents <2.4

percent of all the respondents> indicated it would be a
hardship.

One-third of the small-school

superintendents C33.3 percent> marked "Difficult" In
response to meeting this standard compared to 17.7 and
17.4 percent for the medium and large-school

superintendents, respectively.

A smaller percenta·ge of
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the emal1-school superintendents indicated little or no
difficulty in meeting this standard, <66.7 percent),
compared to a high of 82.6 percent for the large-school
superintendents.

As shown in Table 25, there was no

significant difference between the smal 1, medium, and
large-school superintendents on the degree of
difficulty in meeting this standard.

Although the

differences between the three groups of superintendents
were not as widespread as in many of the previous
standards, the small-school superintendents again
viewed meeting this standard to be more difficult than
the other two groups.
Standard No. 10:

Global edycatioo program.

As

shown ln Table 26, there was a significant difference
between the three superintendent groups on the degree
of difficulty in meeting this standard.

More than

seventy percent <70.6 percent) of al 1 superintendents
indicated there would be little or no difficulty in
meeting this standard.

Only four superintendents, less

than 5 percent <4.7 percent), marked "A hardship" or
"Great hardship" in responding to this question.
Slightly less than one-fourth <24.7 percent) of the
superintendents indicated it would be dlff icult to meet
thls standard.

Again, as in many previous questions,

the small-school superintendents reported a greater
degree of dlff iculty.

More than forty percent thought

meeting this standard would be a hardship or difficult.
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Table 25
Degree of Difficulty for School Districts in Meeting the New
Standards for Curriculum Program Requirements
Issue: The new educational standards may be a challenge for your
district or some districts. How much difficulty do you feel your
district will have in meeting these standards?
<Questionnaire item #4r--Health, physical education and fine
arts.)
PUBLIC SCHOOL SUPERINTENDENTS
Group l;:
Smal 1
Districts
<N=28)
Percent

Group B:
Medium-sized
Districts
<N=34)
Percent

Group C:
Total
Large
Districts
<N=86)
<N=24)
Percent
Percent

Key:
1--No
Dlf f icu 1ty

29.6

50.0

47.8

42.9

2--Little
Ulfficulty

37.0

26.5

34.8

32 .1

3--Difficult

33.3

17.7

17.4

22.6

.o
.o

5.9

2.4

.0

.o
.o

Total

99.9

100.1

100.0

100.0

Total Number
of Responses

96.4

100.0

95.8

97.7

4--l; hardship

5--Great
Hardship

.0

.0
4.2
2.3
Did Not Answer 3.6
1. 79
1. 70
2.04
Mean
.95
.76
.81
S.D.
F-Ratio=
*P<=.05
Note--Because of rounding, percentages may not equal 100.
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Table 26
Degree of Difficulty for School Districts in Meeting the New
Standards for Curriculum Program Requirements
Issue: The new educational standards may be a challenge for your
district or some districts. How much difficulty do you feel your
district will have in meeting these standards?
(Questionnaire item #4s--Global education program.>
PUBLIC SCHOOL SUPERINTENDENTS
Group A:
Sma 11
Districts
CN=28>
Percent

Group B:
Medium-sized
Districts
<N=34>
Percent

Group C:
Total
Large
Districts
CN=24>
CN=86>
Percent
Percent

Key:
1--No
Di ff lcul ty

18.5

32.4

41. 7

30.6

2--Little
Difficulty

40. 7

38.2

41. 7

40.0

3--Dlfficult

29.1

26.5

16.7

24.7

4--A hardship

7.4

2.9

3.5

5--Great
Hardship

3.7

.0

.o
.o

Total

99.9

100.0

100.1

100.0

Total Number
of Responses

96.4

100.0

100.0

98.8

1.2

.o
.o
1.2
Did Not Answer 3.6
1.
75
2.00
2.37
Mean
0.74
0.85
1.01
S.D.
F-Ratio=
*P<=.05
Note-- Because of rounding, percentages may not equal 100.
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More than ten percent C11.1 percent> marked "A
hardship" or "Great hardship" and nearly thirty percent
C29.6 percent> marked "Difficult" in response to this
standard.

Those percentages were considerably less for

the other two groups of superintendents.
Standard No. 11:

Superintendent may not serve as

a building principal.

As revealed in Table 27 a large

majority of the superintendents C85.9 percent>
indicated that meeting this standard would involve
little or no difficulty.

There was a significant

difference between the small, medium, and large-school
superintendents on the degree of difficulty in meeting
this standard.

Again, it was much more of a hardship

for the small-school superintendents.

Almost thirty

percent C28.6 percent> of the smal 1-school
superintendents marked " A hardship" or "Great
hardship" compared to 3 percent of the medium-school
superintendents and none of the large-school
superintendents.

All of the large-school

superintendents (100 percent> and 97 percent of the
medium-school superintendents indicated little or no
difficult In meeting this standard in contrast to
slightly more than sixty percent (60.7 percent> of the
small-school superintendents.

Meeting this standard

was much more difficult for the small-school
superintendents than the other two groups.

This

finding was not surprising as it is probable that there

134

Table 27
Degree of Difficulty for School Districts in Meeting the New
Standards for Curriculum Program Requirements
Issue: The new educational standards may be a challenge for your
district or some districts. How much difficulty do you feel your
district will have in meeting these standards?
(Questionnaire item #4t--Superintendent may not serve as a
building principal.>
PUBLIC SCHOOL SUPERINTENDENTS
Group A:
Sma 11
Districts
<H=2fU
Percent

Group 8:
Group C:
Total
Medium-sized Large
Districts
Districts
<N=~~>

~1:1=2~~

<N=S~>

Percent

Percent

Percent

Key:
1--No
Difficulty

50.0

81.8

91. 7

74.1

2--Llttle
Difficulty

10.7

15.2

8.3

11.8

3--Difficult

10.7

.0

3.5

4--A hardship

14.3

.o
.o

.o

4.7

5--Great
Hardship

14.3

3.0

.0

5.9

100.0

100.0

100.0

100.0

Total Number
of Responses 100.0

97 .1

100.0

100.0

Total

.Q
IQ
219
:C
Did Net an~!ii!c
1.08
1.27
2.32
Mean
.28
.76
1.56
S.D.
E-EAtl!e*ll s~:Z
*P<=.05
Note--Because of rounding, percentages may not equal 100.
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are few if any school superintendents who also serve as
principals in the medium and large school districts.
The eleven standards which require new curriculum
programs presented considerable difficulty for the
superintendents included in the study.

As reported

above, the small-school superintendents revealed a
greater degree of difficulty on nearly all of these
standards than did the other two groups of
superintendents.

The only exception was the every-day

kindergarten standard.

The most significant

educational program changes in Iowa schools resulted
from these eleven standards.

For example, the increase

of high school units from 29 to 41, four years of
foreign language instead of two, the increased
vocational education units, the need for technology
programs, and a global education program; all will
bring about more extensive course offerings for Iowa's
students.

The every-day kindergarten requirement, the

elementary guidance requirement, and the certificated
media requirement, wll 1 al 1 have a significant effect
on the number and training of teachers needed in Iowa's
schools.

All superintendents will be affected by these

changes, but the small-school superintendents, and to a
lesser degree the medium-school superintendents, wil 1
have more difficulty in making the changes required by
the new standards.
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The delay in the implementation and the time
extensions granted by the state legislature were the
result of extensive lobbying efforts by the
representative groups of the small and medium-school
superintendents.

The Rural Schools of Iowa <RSI> and

the People United for Rural Education CP.U.R.E.) worked
diligently to delay the implementation of the
standards.

These eleven standards also will be a major

impetus for more cooperative and sharing arrangements.
In many cases it would be nearly financially impossible
for many small districts to meet al 1 of the new
standards.

More and more sharing of superintendents,

curriculum directors, teachers, and instructional
programs will result from the implementation of these
curriculum standards.

Longer school years for teachers

and fewer early dismissals will also result from the
implementation of these standards.

With these types of

widespread changes it is understandable why the
small-school respondents in this study indicated
meeting these standards would be difficult or a
hardship.

Degree of Difficulty in Meeting the Data Collecting and
On-site Review Procedures of the New Standards
In addition to implementing the new educational
standards, a new system of data-collecting and annual
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on-site review procedures wil 1 go into effect on July
1. 1989.

There was no significant difference between

the three superintendent groups on the degree of
difficulty in meeting these requirements.

As in many

of the new standards, the smal 1-school superintendents
showed more concern as to the difficulty in meeting
these procedures.

As revealed in Table 28, one-half

C50 percent> of the smal 1-school superintendents marked
11

Diff icult 11 with regard to meeting the procedures

compared with 28.1 and 17.4 percent of the medium and
large-school superintendents, respectively.

The medium

and large-school superintendents indicated a higher
percentage of

11

No difficulty" and "Little difficulty"

responses than did the small-school superintendents.
62.5 and 65.2 percent for the medium and large schools.
respectively, compared to 39.3 percent of the small
schools.

Overall. more than one half of al 1 the

superintendents C55.4 percent> indicated little or no
diff lculty in meeting the procedures, 32.5 percent
indicated it would be difficult, and 12 percent
reported meeting the procedures would be a hardship.
Meeting the data-col lectlng and on-site review
procedures was difficult for the total superintendents
group.

Only the every-day kindergarten, the 200-day

calendar, and the "at rlsk 11 program requirements were
reported as more difficult.

It was specifically viewed
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Table 28
Degree of Difficulty for School Districts in Meeting the Data
Collecting and On-site Review Procedures of the New Standards
Issue: The data collecting and on-site review procedures of the
new educational standards will also be new. How much difficulty
do you feel your district will have in meeting these procedures?
(Questionnaire item #5)
PUBLIC SCHOOL SUPERINTENDENTS
Group A:
Smal I
Districts
CN=28)
Percent

Group B:
Medium-sized
Districts
<N=34)
Percent

Group C:
Large
Districts
<N=242
Percent

Total
CN=86)
Percent

Key:
1--No
Difficulty

3.6

15.6

17.4

12.0

2--Little
Difficulty

35.7

46.9

47.8

43.4

3--Difflcult

50.0

28.1

17.4

32.5

4--A hardship

10.7

6.3

17.4

10.8

.o

3.1

.o

1.2

Total

100.0

100.0

100.0

99.9

Total Number
of Responses

100.0

94 .1

95.8

96.5

5--Great
Hardship

4.2
3.5
5.9
.o
Did Not Answer
2.35
2.34
2.68
Mean
0.98
0.94
0.72
S.D.
E-Bat12=1 a~2
*P<=.05
Note--Because of rounding, percentages may not equal 100.
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by the smal I-school superintendents as being difficult
and a hardship for their district.
The data indicate that nearly one-half of the
respondents and sixty percent of the small school
systems thought the data collecting and on-site review
procedures would be difficult or a hardship.

This new

Department of Education requirement appeared to be a
serious concern to the superintendents.

In the past

the follow-up and review of Iowa standards was not
performed annually and was not nearly as comprehensive
or rigorous.

The penalties and consequences were also

not as consequential as the July 1, 1989 requirements.

Recent District Changes in School Programs To Meet the
Requirements of the New Standards
The new educational standards were offically
adopted by the Department of Education in May, 1987,
fol lowing a series of hearings and open meetings across
the state.

They were modified by the state legislature

in April, 1988, and are to be effective July 1, 1989.
During the last two years as this pre! iminary action
was being taken, many districts began to move towards
meeting the up-coming requirements.

The survey

question asked the respondents to identify what changes
they had already made in order to meet the requirements
of the new educational standards.
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As shown In Table 29, the responses are llsted In
rank order by group and total.

The addition of an

elementary guidance counselor by 17 districts was the
most popular change.

Eleven districts Indicated they

were planning an every-day kindergarten program.
Another eleven districts reported developing
comprehensive health curriculum.

a

Ten districts <six

small schools> planned to add additional class
offerings at the high school level.

Seven districts

reported planning a talented and gifted program and six
districts added high-school units in order to offer
four years of a foreign language.
The fol lowing less frequent responses of district
program changes were reported.

They are listed by the

number of districts that have made the change:
a.

Added vocational courses - 5 districts.

b.

Began whole grade sharing - 4 districts.

c.

Hired an elementary principal - 4 districts.

d.

Adopted Project Measure to monitor the school
program - 4 districts.

e.

Added a curriculum coordinator - 3 districts.

f.

Develop

g.

Begin a performance evaluation program - 2

11

at-risk 11 program - 2 districts.

districts.
Single responses included Increased media specialist
time; work on needs assessment, philosophy, and goals;
tuition grade 9-12 student to another district;
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Table 29
Recent District Changes in School Programs to Meet the
Requirements of the New Standards
Issue: List below any changes that your district has made since
the new educational standards were proposed in order to meet the
requirements of the new educational standards.
(Questionnaire item #6>
PUBLIC SCHOOL SUPERINTENDENTS

Program
Change:

Group A:
Smal I
Districts
<N=28>
Number of
Responses

1-Began
elementary
guidance

Group B:
Medium-sized
Districts
CN=34)
Number of
Responses

Group C:
Large
Districts
CN=24>
Number of
Responses

Total
CN=86)
Number of
Reponses

6

7

4

17

2

7

2

11

4

3

4

11

6

3

1

10

5-0rganized
gifted
program

1

4

2

7

6-Added 4 years
foreign
lanauage

1

5

0

6

20

29

13

62

2-Began plans
Kindergarten
3-Developed
health
curriculum
4-Added classes
to high school

Total
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develop a media center; expand the school calendar to
180 days; and form a committee to meet curriculum
requirements.

As was earlier indicated, many districts

had begun to hire and retrain staff for elementary
guidance positions.

They had also begun to plan for

the every-day kindergarten changes and to develop the
necessary health curriculum programs.

A number of

smal I-school superintendents had also added new classes
to their high school program to meet the required 41
units of credit.

These changes, which districts have

already made, reflect the same standards which the
superintendents earlier indicated as having a great
impact as wel 1 as being more diff lcult to meetevery-day kindergarten, elementary guidance, health
curriculum. and added high school classes.

The data

indicated that the superintendents already had made a
considerable number of changes to meet the requirements
of the new standards.

In many cases districts had

initiated the changes to improve their present
educational program without the impetus coming from the
new state mandates.

In other cases superintendents had

set out to gradually make the necessary changes so that
they would not have to make all the changes at once.

Action Planned by School Districts to Meet the
Regyirements of the New Standards
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In this section the superintendents were asked
to list the action that their district planned to take
to meet the requ 1remen ts of the new educat·l ona 1
standards.

The results as shown in Table 30 list ln

rank order the actions that were indicated most
frequently by the superintendents.
chosen by 13 of the respondents:

Two actions were
1) Study and prepare

for implementing the every-day kindergarten; and 2)
Study and revise the K-12 health curriculum.

Almost

thirty percent <29.2 percent) of the large-school
superintendents indicated they were taking that action.
Remodel ling or building facilities for the new
kindergarten program was mentioned by ten
superintendents.

Eight superintendents indicated they

were: 1) Hiring an elementary guidance counselor, and
2) Initiating whole grade sharing or other sharing
programs with neighboring districts.

Three

superintendents responded they were: 1) Implementing a
talented and gifted program, and 2) Changing their
school calendar.

Two superintendents stated they would

be developing a program for

11

at-risk 11 students.

Single responses from superintendents included:
Develop plans for compliance, develop performance
evaluation process, add vocational courses, revise
global education course, begin needs assessment,
eliminate short days <less than 5 1/2 hours), add an
elementary media center, study curriculum and needs
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Table 30
Actions Planned by School Districts to Meet the Requirements of
the New Standards
Issue: List below the action<s> your district plans to take to
meet the requirements of the new educational standards.
<Questionnaire item #7)
PUBLIC SCHOOL SUPERINTENDENTS

Program
Change:

Group A:
Smal I
Districts
<N=28>
Number of
Responses

Group B:
Medium-sized
Districts
<N=34>
Number of
Responses

Group C:
Total
Large
Districts
<N=86)
<N=24>
Number of Number of
Responses Reponses

1-Prepare for
Kindergarten

2

4

7

13

2-Change K-12
health
curriculum

3

3

7

13

3-New facilities 0
for Kindergarten

5

5

10

4

3

8

4-Hlre elementary
guidance
1
counselor
4-Grade-sharlng
programs

3

5

0

8

Total

9

21

22

52
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assessment, Leview policies and develop stLategic
planning PLOcess, eliminate eaLly dismissal, add a
fouLth vocational aLea, and WOLk with AEA on a two yeaL
time-table of compliance.
The eveLy-day kindeLgaLten LequiLement Lesulted in
a consideLable amount of planned action by the
supeLintendents.

Many weLe studying and pLepaLlng to

implement the PLOgLams and a substantial numbeL weLe
planning to Lemodel OL build new kindeLgaLten
facilities.

A consideLable numbeL weLe studying and

planning Levision of the K-12 health CULLiculum.
ShaLed PLOgLams and hiLing an elementaLy guidance
counseloL weLe also planned by a numbeL of
supeLintendents.

These planned actions indicated that

many of the supeLintendents weLe making eaLly effoLts
to meet the new state standaLds by July 1, 1989.

Those

actions needed to staLt eaLly because in many cases
meeting the standaLdS LequiLed advanced planning.

FOL

example, LatheL than hiLing a new elementaLy guidance
counseloL, many distLlcts weLe sending CULLent staff
membeLS to school to obtain the necessaLy
ceLtlf ication.

Likewise, dlstLlcts weLe setting up

K-12 health CULLiculum committees to establish a health
seLvices PLOgLam.

Even though the eveLy-day

klndeLgaLten standard was delayed until 1992, a
substantial numbeL of supeLintendents weLe taking the
necessaLy planning steps to implement this PLOgLam.
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Speclflc School Dlstrlct Plans or Time Tables for
Meeting the New Standards
As shown in Table 31, most of the respondents
appeared to have no written timetable for meeting the
requirements.
of action.

Few districts indicated a speclf ic plan

More than sixty percent (63 percent> of the

superintendents, who responded to this question,
indicated they would meet the requirements by July 1,
1989.

Five superintendents responded that they would

continue to monitor a timetable for compliance to the
new standards.

Four superintendents indicated they

would add an every-day kindergarten program and
additional curriculum to meet the timelines.

Three

superintendents answered that they were not making
plans or writing timetables.

Single responses included

passage of an enrichment tax, a whole grade sharing
program beginning in the 1988-89 school year, and a
sharing program beginning with the 1988-89 school year.
A very small number of the superintendents
indicated that they had speclf ic plans or had set
timetables to meet the new standards.

Instead, nearly

all of the respondents stated that they would meet the
standards by the required July 1, 1989 date.
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Table 31
Specific School District Plans or Time Tables for Meeting the
Requirements of the New Standards
Issue: List below any specific plan or time table your district
has established to meet the requirements of the new educational
standards. <Questionnaire item #8)
PUBLIC SCHOOL SUPERINTENDENTS

Program
Change:

Group A:
Small
Districts
CN=28>
Number of
Responses

1-Monltor plans
for comp 1 i a nee

Group B:
Medium-sized
Districts
CN=34>
Number of
Responses

Group C:
Total
Large
Districts
CN=24)
CN=86)
Number of Number of
Responses Reponses

1

0

4

5

2-Additional
Kindergarten
0
and curriculum

1

3

4

3-Meet standards 6
by Ju 1y 1. 1989

20

3

29

4-No specific
plans

2

0

1

3

5-0ther
responses

3

1

1

5

12

22

12

46

Total
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School Districts Wbich Anticipate Reorganizing with
Another District Prior to the Implementation of the New
Standards
This question required a nYes 11 or "No" answer fr"om
the superintendents as to whether they anticipated
their' district reorganizing prior to the July 1, 1989,
implementation date.

As the results in Table 32

indicate, a lat"ge majority of the superintendents
anticipated no t"eorganization on their par't prior to
the implementation of the new standards.

Only four

superintendents <4.8 percent>, three small and one
medium-school superintendents, indicated any
reorganization changes prior to the implementation of
the standat"ds.

From this information it ls clear that

the new standards have not had an immediate effect on
school district reorganization in many districts.

The

data revealed that school district reot"ganlzatlon is
not a spur-of-the-moment action.

Much planning over an

extended period of time was necessary for two Or" mot"e
districts to consolidate pt"ogt"ams.

This appeat"ed to be

evident fr"om the small number of school districts that
anticipated reorganization before the July 1, 1989,
standards implementation.
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Table 32
School Districts Which Anticipate Reorganizing with Another
District Prior to the Implementation of the New Standards
Issue: Do you anticipate your district reorganizing with another
district<s> prior to the implementation of the new educational
standards? (Questionnaire item #9)
PUBLIC SCHOOL SUPERINTENDENTS

Key:

Group A:
Group B:
Smal I
Medium-sized
Districts Districts
<N=28>
<N=34>
Percent
Percent

Group C:
Large
Districts
<N=24>
Percent

Total
<N=86)
Percent

1--Yes

11.1

3.0

.0

4.8

2--No

A8.9

97.0

100.0

95.2

Total

100.0

100.0

100.0

100.0

96.4

97 .1

100.0

98.8

3.6

2.9

.0

1.2

Total Number
of Responses
Did Not Answer
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School Districts Which Anticipate Entering into
Cooperative or Shared Programs with Another District
Prior to the Implementation of the New Standards
As shown in Table 33. a majority of all the
respondents (58.3 percent) indicated they were
anticipating entering into cooperative or shared
programs with another district prior to the
implementation of the new standards.

Three-fourths of

the small-school superintendents and one-half of the
medium and large-school superintendents anticipated
entering into cooperative or shared programs with
another district prior to implementation of the new
standards.
The data indicated that the new standards have had
a significant immediate effect on school districts with
regard to entering into cooperative or shared programs
with neighboring districts.

This was especially the

case with the small school districts.

Although sharing

incentives have been lncreaslngly popular since they
were initiated by the Iowa Legislature in the 1981-82
school year, the data indicated that the new standards
have had a major effect on the number of cooperative
and shared programs.

Many of the small-school

districts and a lesser number of the medium-school
districts believed that the only way they could meet
all of the requirements of the new standards was
through cooperative or shared programs with one or more
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Table 33
School Districts Which Anticipate Entering into Cooperative or
Shared Programs with Another District Prior to the Implementation
of the New Standards
Issue: Do you anticipate your district entering into a
cooperative or shared program with another district<s> prior to
the implementation of the new educational standards?
(Questionnaire item #10)
PUBLIC SCHOOL SUPERINTENDENTS

Key:

Group A:
Smal I
Districts
CN=28>
Percent

Group B:
Medium-sized
Districts
<N=34>
Percent

Group C:
Total
Large
Districts
CN=86>
<N=24>
Percent
Percent

1--Yes

75.0

50.0

50.0

58.3

2--No

25.0

50.0

50.0

41. 7

Total

100.0

100.0

100.0

100.0

Total Number
of Responses

100.0

94.1

100.0

97.7

.o

5.9

.o

2.3

Did Not Answer
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of the neighboring districts.

Declining enrollment in

many of the smal Jee Iowa school districts and the
additional state funding from the supplemental
weighting plan are other factors that have Influenced
the increase of cooperative programming in Iowa.

Districts Which Anticipate Long Range Effects on Their
District with regard to Reorganlzatloo or Consolidation
as a Result of the New Ecjycational Standards
The results shown in Table 34 indicate nearly
forty percent (38.5 percent> of al 1 the superintendents
thought there would be long-range effects on their
district with regard to reorganization and
consolidation as a result of the new standards.

The

small-school superintendents had 61 .5 percent answer
"yes" to this question.
and large-school

The percentages for the medium

superiotendent~s

responses were

considerably lower (30 percent and 22.7 percent,
respectively>.

These responses definitely indicate

that the long-range effects of the new standards on
school district reorganization are very substantial.
These effects are especially true for the small school
districts where more than sixty percent of the
respondents indicated there would be long-range effects
on their district.
From this data it ls very clear that future
reorganization and consolidation of many school
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Table 34
School Districts Which Anticipate Long Range Effects with regard
to Reorganization or Consolidation as a result of the New
Standards
Issue: Do you anticipate any long range effects on your district
with regard to reorganization or consolidation as a result of the
new educational standards? (Questionnaire item #13>
PUBLIC SCHOOL SUPERINTENDENTS
Group A:
Smal I
Districts
<N=28)
Percent
Key:

Group B:
Medium-sized
Districts
<N=34>
Percent

Group C:
Total
Large
Districts
<N=24)
<N=86>
Percent
Percent

1--Yes

61.5

30.0

22.7

38.5

2--No

38.5

70.0

77.3

61.5

Total

100.0

100.0

100.0

100.0

92.9

88.2

100.0

90.7

7 .1

11.8

.o

9.3

Total Number
of Responses
Did Not Answer
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distLicts of noLtheast Iowa would take place because of
the new Iowa standaLds.

Although less than 5 percent

of the subjects indicated they anticipated
Leorganization befoLe the implementation date of the
new standards, July 1, 1989; neaLly forty percent
believed there would be long-range effects on theiL
district with Legard to reoLganization and
consolidation as a result of the new standards.

If

this does take place, it will result in the most
extensive change in school district Leorganization
since the eaLly 1960;s.

The implications of these

changes are far-reaching and would have a signlf icant
effect on the face of education aCLOSS northeast Iowa.
Additional Comments of School Superintendents
RegaLding the Effects of the New Standards on TheiL
School Districts
The last question on the SULvey provided the
Lespondents with an opportunity to write down any
additional comments on the effects of the new
standards.

The comments vaLied consideLably depending

on the size of the school district.

Only 5 of the 28

smal 1-school superintendents <17.9 percent) responded
with additional comments.

OveLall, most of the

smal I-school supeLlntendent/s comments appeaLed
negative in tone.

One superintendent stated,

11

Some of

the standards wll 1 not Improve our school, each school
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over the state has different needs."
11

Another stated,

The standards force smaller schools to carry classes

with sma 11 enro 1 l men ts ••. "

Another descr l bed the

standards as "A pain, developed by people who are not
in the field."

Another gave a mixed review stating,

11

!

am sure it is a step forward, but with great costs."
Another responded that thP.y needed additional resources
to maintain programs and that an enrichment measure was
on the ballot for September, 1988.
The medium-school superintendents that responsed
to this question also appeared to be more negative than
positive concerning the new standards.

A higher

percentage <38.2 percent> of the medium-school
superintendents wrote additional comments.

A cross

section of the comments are as follows:
"The new standards are a Joke."
11

We don 1 t have the time or manpower to do all this."

"Very costly. 11
11

They will hit our district hard financially."

"Postpone them as long as possible."
"Finding enough time to complete reporting or
implementatlon. 11
11

11

The 200-day ca 1endar is s 111 y ... 11
•••

a negative effect in instruction and

morale •.. They are going too far in response to national
studies Just to force reorganization. 11
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The one superintendent whose comments appeared to
be more positive stated, "The standards are minimum.
Our board members feel they are warranted."
The large-school superintendents appeared overal 1
to be more positive in their comments about the new
standards.

One-fourth <25 percent> of the

superintendents wrote additional comments.

The main

concern appeared to be with the kindergarten standard
and the financial effects of the standards.
reflected by the comments;

11

This was

If funding ls available,

new standards can be beneficial .

11

"Need fundl ng," and " ... don" t have the space.
Our main concern ls kindergarten."
Other positive comments of the large-school
superintendents were:
"Too long coming, should have been done sooner."
"Not enough, we need a stronger program for Iowa
you th."
"They haven"t gone far enough.

Reorganization of

Iowa schools must take place."
"I believe they will have a very positive effect.
The comments in general appeared to fa! 1 into two
different categories.

The comments of smal 1 and

medium-school· superintendents were negative and
represented their concerns about finances and the
educational value of the new standards.

The

large-school superintendents overal 1 were not as

11
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negative but they did express a definite concern for
the financial effects of the standards.

The comments

made by the superintendents were consistent with the
responses that were recorded in the survey.

The

smal 1-school superintendents expressed many more
concerns and indicated that meeting most of the
standards would be much more of a difficulty or
hardship than did the medium and large-school
superintendents.

The level of concern of the

medium-school superintendent was not as great as the
smal 1-school superintendents but was greater than that
of their large-school col leagues.

In conclusion, the

large-school superintendents appeared the least
concerned in their comments and in their responses on
the survey.

Other than the every-day kindergarten

standard, they indicated that meeting a majority of the
standards would not be that difficult.

Their concern

was very clear as to the cost of additional staff, and
the need for more building facilities to house twice as
many kindergarten students.
The data from the comments of the respondents
consistently indicated a serious concern as to the
financial costs of implementing the new standards.

An

obvious message to the state legislature and the
Department ut Education would be to fund the changes
that will be necessary to meet the new standards.
Failure to do so may add to the hostile feelings at the
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local school level towards state mandated program
changes.

The new financial aid plan which is the topic

of discussion in the 1989 Iowa legislature wil 1 need to
seriously consider that topic.

Information from the Interview of Superintendents from
8mall. Medium. and Large School Districts
A total of twelve respondents were interviewed,
four from each of the three subgroups.

The

superintendents represented a cross-section of the
respondents with regard to administrative experience
and the length of years as superintendents at their
present district.

A table of random numbers was used

to select the superintendents to interview.

In

addition to verifying the results of the survey, the
interview provided a more in-depth, comprehensive look
at the new standards as viewed by the sample group.
Information received from interviews of the
small-school superintendents:

The. comments made by two

of the smal I-school superintendents were positive.
They indicated the standards would not have a big
effect on their district.

Both stated that they met

nearly all of the standards already.

Neither of the

superintendents viewed reorganization as coming to
their district; although both were presently involved
in sharing programs, one with four other districts, the
other in a whole grade sharing arrangement.

The
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possibility of the second distLict staLting whole QLade
shaLlng was mentioned, but the superintendent stated it
was not because of the new standaLdS.

One

supeLintendent stated his displeasure, "I think we
should be able to decide what is most important for our
kl ds

•II

The otheL two small-school supeLintendents who
were interviewed stated that the new standaLds would
affect them QLeatly.

They were both very emphatic as

they indicated the new standards were In essence
closing up their districts.

Both of these districts

pLesently have only one admlnistLatoL.
superintendent said,
impact.

11

The fiLst

The standaLds have no positive

It is foLcing us to close CUL high school ...

We don"t have the horses!

Staff OL kids!

We presently

have 52 in our high school with 2 or 3 in some
classes."

He indicated that in 1988 the two high

schools would shaLe al I spoLts progLam and in 1989
their high school would close.

He pLedlcted

reorganization in 5-10 yeaLs, although he stated the
cormnunlty plans to stay in the school business.
The last small-school superintendent who was
interviewed stated.
impLove things.

11

I don"t see where lt"s going to

We"Le doing a good job now."

descLlbed the standards saying,
effect on shaLing.
shaLe. 11

11

He

They have had an

With the numbers, we have to

After reflecting he mentioned, "It"s easy to
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blame the standards.

It mlght have been coming anyway

because of the numbers."

He mentioned that his

district wi 1 l be sending their high school students to
another district ln 1989.

He concluded the interview

by stating that his district, a wealthy district. would
not give up.

He indicated reorganization would not

work for his district for a variety of reasons.

It

would have to dissolve.
From the interviews of the smal 1-school
superintendents. the responses appeared to be related
to how the new
district.

standard~

were directly affecting their

Two of the superintendents were positive

because the standards were causing no major changes
other than additional sharing arrangements, which had
already been initiated previous to the new standards.
The two superintendents, from districts who were
closing in the near future, were very negative about
the effects of the new standards.

Interviews of the

smal I-school superintendents indicated that the new
standards were having a definite effect on the
speeding-up of more cooperative and sharing
arrangements between districts.

In some cases the

standards appeared to be one more impetus for some
districts with regard to sharing arrangements which
would delay the eventual closing of their high schools.
The extent of the impact of the new standards depended
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to a great degree on what was the present status of the
district.
Information received from interylews of the
medium-school superintendents:

An experienced veteran

superintendent of many years stated, " The standards
will have an effect.

Costs will be going up."

He

indicated he had no argument with the standards, "I
can't dispute any of them."

He reported his district

would start sharing whole grades with a neighboring
district in 1989.

He voiced concern over the

additional paperwork and the cost, mentioning $40,000
cost and the need for additional space for
kindergarten.
11

In concluding, he stated,

Reorganizatlon is the answer overal 1; cooperative

programs are only a band-aid situation."
The second superintendent, a veteran of 10 years
as superintendent at his present district, thought the
standards would have no effect on districts merging or
sharing.

He indicated most of the standards were

already in force and that standards were merely to
"create new jobs. 11

He complained of the standards

being too costly and that his district didn't have the
resources or personnel to keep up.

"We may hire a

curriculum person to help and share them with another
district," he concluded.
The third and fourth medium-school
superintendents, both less-experienced superintendents
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with six and three years experience, voiced concern as
to the small schools meeting the standards.

The third

superintendent stated it would, "Have no great effect
or real impact on us."

His district presently shares a

superintendent with a neighboring district.

He said

the new standards wouldn/t force his district to
reorganize. but it has forced the neighboring district
into cooperative programs that could bring
reorganization.

In the 1989 school year, he indicated

his district would have whole grade sharing with their
grade 6-8 students leaving and the neighboring
district/s high school students coming.
"The standards were a part of It.
the forefront.

He concluded,

It pushed lt more to

It wil 1 be very tough on our

neighboring district, us too, especially finances."
The final medium-school superintendent indicated
that his district wouldn/t do anything different and
that the standards had no real impact on his district.
He described the standards as
baloney."

11

Some good, some

He stated that he resented the new policy

development cal ling it a "Paper shuffle. 11

In

concluding he characterized the standards as, "A scary
thing for small dlstricts, 11 as he described how two
smaller neighboring districts had approached his
district as to sharing programs.

His last comment

summed up his feelings for the future. "Reorganization
wi 11 come when the shar l ng money runs out. 11
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In summary, the medium-school superintendents
indicated that the standards would not have a major
effect but would force more sharing and cooperative
arrangements.

They voiced concern for the effects on

the smaller schools and overal 1 were negative with
regard to the additional paperwork and costs.

The

interview information and data from the survey indicate
that the standards wil 1 not have a major impact on the
medium school district, but meeting the new standards
would be an economic burden and extra work for
administrators who already feel over-burdened with
state-dictated programs and pol icy demands.
Information received from interviews of large
school superintendents.

In analyzing the interviews of

the four large-school superintendents, three could be
characterized as being very positive about the new
standards.

The fourth superintendent viewed the

standards as a burden or "One more thing on top of
others."

The two more-experienced superintendents had

been superintendents at their present districts for 17
years and 22 years, respectively.

The first of the

experienced superintendents Indicated the standards
would have no great effect on his district, but that
they would "Bring about greater equity on school
programs in the state."

Hls main concern was the

question of funding, especially after a preliminary
study of every-day kindergarten reported an Increase of
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$250-300,000.

He stated that he had cal led four or

f lve of the small neighboring districts offering to
share programs. but had received no return response.
He concluded his comments stating his observations as
to the smaller schools sharing with his district.
"They view big as bad; they would rather share with
another district their own slze. 11
The second superintendent. a veteran of 15 years,
was emphatic about the reasons a neighboring small
district was reorganizing with his district.
Commenting on the three year program which will lead
to eventual reorganization, he said,
the standards caused this.

"Without a doubt

They only have one

administrator, a high school of 55, and they are
running out of money.

It won/t hurt us; we can absorb

their whole high school and only add a half-time
teacher."

He concluded by stating that they would

prof it from the reorganization.
The final two large-school superintendents who
were interviewed had two years and six years
experience, respectively, at their present district.
The superintendent with two years experience stated
that he agreed with al 1 of the standards and that the
district was "Moving that way anyway. 11

He elaborated

on the speclf lc standards he agreed upon and mentioned
the need for more sharing arrangements to survive.

He

concluded by stating, "It will have a positive impact.
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Some will give us problems, but it will improve
education. 11
The last superintendent who was interviewed stated
that the standards would have virtually no impact.

He

commented, "The standards, in my opinion, won't affect
our school a great deal."

His concerns were over cost

and the need for more facilities.

He described the

standards as "Negative. Unless we get additional funds.
we're in big trouble."

Referring to the loss of 1000

students in the last ten years, huge staff reductions,
and high transportation costs due to a large-sized
district; he described the standards as, "One more
thing on top of others."

He concluded the interview by

stating, "Sorry, I can't be more upbeat on the
standards. 11
The responses of the large-school superintendents
were more positive than those of their colleagues from
the other groups.

Their interviews indicated that they

thought the new standards would have many good effects
on education in their district as wel I as the state.
At the same time, there appeared to be a serious
concern by a number of the superintendents as to added
costs and the need for more facilities.

They indicated

that additional state funding for implementation of the
new standards would lessen that concern.

Overall, the

concern for the Impact of the new standards upon the
small schools was evident. not only from the small
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d1stclct superintendents, but also fcom the medlum and
large-school respondents.

Some superintendents

indicated that for better education in Iowa, the new
standards were long overdue.

At the same time, they

appeared to be aware of the long-range effects these
new standards would have on the future existence of
many smaller districts in Iowa.

CHAPTER IV

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS,

RECOMMENDATIONS~

AND SUGGESTIONS

FOR FURTHER STUDY
This chapter presents a summary of the study, a
summary of the findings, conclusions based on the
findings, recommendations, and suggestions for further
research.
Summary of the Study
The purposes of this study were to determine and
assess: 1) the impact of the new Iowa educational
standards on local dletrlcte: 2) the antlclpated and
proposed changes in school programs and policy as a
result of the new standards; and 3) the short and
long-term implications of the new standards for public
school districts.
One hundred fourteen (114) public school
superintendents from northeast and north-central Iowa
were involved ln the study C26 percent of the total
superintendents in the state).

The subjects were

divided into three groups (districts with small,
medium, and large student populations> for the purpose
of this study.

The information for this study was

collected by use of a questionnaire and the interview
167
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process.

A copy of the questionnaire appears ln

Appendix B.

The results of the responses are reported

in full in Tables 2 through 34 and in the narrative in
Chapter 3.

Questionnaires returned by the

superintendents numbered 86 or a 75 percent response.
Summary of the Findings
The Positive and Negative Impact of the New Standards
on Existing School Programs
An Analysis of Variance <ANOVA) established that
there was a significant difference between the small,
medium, and large-school superintendents on both
questions which asked about the positive and negative
impact of the new standards.

As a group, the

superintendents were equally divided as to whether the
new standards would have a great positive impact.

A

majority of the large-school superintendents <58.3
percent) indicated they believed the standards would
have a positive impact.

On the question of the

negative impact of the standards, more than two-thirds
of all the superintendents <68.2 percent) Indicated
disagreement with the statement.

Nearly ninety percent

of the large-school superintendents disagreed <87.5
percent) compared to 64.7 percent of the medium and
62.9 percent of the small-school superintendents.
68.2 percent disagreement with the great negative

The
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impact statement was considerably higher than the 42.4
percent disagreement of all the superintendents on the
positive impact statement.

None of the large-school

superintendents agreed with the negative impact
statement whereas nearly 20 percent of the smal 1 and 15
percent of the medium-school superintendents agreed.
In conclusion, more superintendents disagreed that the
standards had a negative impact but many of the same
respondents would not agree that the standards had a
positive impact.
New Educational Standards Which Superintendents
Indicate as Haying a Gc§at lmPACt or the

Gceate~t

Impact on Their District
When asked to select the standards which they
believed would have a great impact on the existing
educational program in their district. the every-day
kindergarten requirement was selected by the largest
number of superintendents.

The standard requiring

curriculum development, implementation and evaluation
of the curriculum, and monitoring of the school program
was also selected as having a great impact.

The

kindergarten standard was viewed as having a great
impact for nearly all of the large-school
superintendents (91.3 percent).
requirement and the program for

The K-12 guidance
11

at-rlsk 11 students were
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also thought to have a great impact by the
superintendents.
The superintendents included In the study were
also asked to select the three educational standards
which they thought would have the greatest Impact on
their existing educational program.

The every-day

kindergarten standard was again selected by more
superintendents than any other standard.

The large and

medium-school superintendents again Indicated they were
much more concerned on this issue.
requirement and the program for

11

The K-12 guidance

at-risk 11 students

ranked second and third as having the greatest Impact.
In conclusion, the kindergarten standard had the
greatest impact for the large and medium-school
superintendents whereas a large number of the standards
had a great impact on the small school districts.
Degree of Dlfficyltv for School Districts lo Meeting
the New Standards Requiring Additional School Board
Pol i c i es
A majority of the superintendents in the study
indicated they would have little or no difficulty in
meeting each pf the six standards that require
additional school board policies. The range for the six
standards varied from a low of 54.7 percent for the
time-on-task standard to a high of 86.1 percent for
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the adoption of a needs assessment policy, plans. and
goals.

The smal I-school superintendents reported more

difficulty than the other two superintendent groups on
nearly al 1 of these standards.

The Analysis of

Variance <ANOVA) measured that a significant difference
existed among the three groups of superintendents on
the degree of difficulty in meeting the school health
services requirements.

Nearly three-fourths of the

smal I-school superintendents <71.4 percent) indicated
meeting this standard would be difficult or a hardship.
In conclusion, the superintendents had little
difficulty in meeting 5 of the 6 standards concerned
with new school board policies.

Only the school health

services requirement was a hardship and that was for
the small-school superintendents.
Degree of Difficulty for School Districts lo Meeting
the New Standards Regylrlng Programs to Meet Student
Needs
The ANOVA measured no sigoif icant difference among
the three groups of superintendents on the degree of
difficulty lo meeting the three standards requiring
programs to meet student needs.

A majority of the

respondents indicated they would have little or no
difficulty in meeting the requirements for establishing
a gifted and talented program <74.3 percent) and a K-12
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guidance program <64.3 percent>.
the

responden~s

More than one-half of

<55.8 percent> reported it would be

difficult or a hardship to meet the standard requiring
programs for

11

at-risk 11 students. The smal I-school

superintendents specifically indicated concern as
neacly three-fourths of that group <71.5 percent>
indicated it would be difficult or a hardship to meet
this standard.

The concern of the small-school

superintendents was considerably higher than the medium
and large-school superintendents.

Only the

11

at-rlsk"

program requirements were difficult and the difficulty
was more for the small-school superintendents.
Degree of Difficulty for School Districts in Meeting
the New Standards for Curriculum Program Requirements
There was a significant difference on the ANOVA
among the smal I, medium, and large-school
superintendents on the degree of difficulty of six of
the eleven standards which require curriculum programs.
The ANOVA to be critical at the .05 level of
probability was 3.15.

This was exceeded with the new

standards concerning 1) Every-day kindergarten, 2) A
minimum of 41 high school units of study, 3) Four years
of a foreign language, 4) Ten units of vocational
education, 5) Global education program, and 6) A
superintendent may not serve as a building principal.
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The F values ranged from the low of 3.27 for the
standard establishing a global education program to a
high of 11.57 for the standard which states a
superintendent may not serve as a building principal.
The superintendents included in the study reported
the most difficulty in meeting the standard requiring
every-day kindergarten.

Contrary to the results on

nearly all of the other standards, meeting this
standard was much more difficult for the large and
medium schools and of little or no difficulty for the
small schools.
A significant difference did not exist on the
ANOVA among the small, medium. and large-school
superintendents on the degree of difficulty in meeting
the remaining five curriculum program requirements.
There was no significant difference on the fol lowing
standards: 1) A 200-day school calendar. 2> A 5 1/2
hour instructional day, 3> District media services
program. 4> Instructional programs of current
technologies, and 5> Health, physical education, and
fine arts requirements.
These five standards, where a slgnif lcant
difference did not exist on the ANOVA. were
considerably more difficult for the small schools to
meet.

Overall, a majority of all the respondents

indicated little or no difficulty in meeting these five
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standards.

The responses of little or no difficulty

ranged from a low of 52.9 percent for the 200-day
school calendar to a high of 83.6 percent for the 5 1/2
hour instructional day.
The standard which states that a superintendent
may not serve as a building principal was significantly
more difficult for the small-school superintendents.
Nearly two-fifths of the smal I-school superintendents
(39.3 percent> indicated meeting this standard would be
difficult or a hardship compared to less than 2 percent
of the other two groups of superintendents.

In

conclusion, the findings indicate little difficulty
overall in meeting these eleven standards except for
the medium and large-school superintendents meeting the
kindergarten requirement.

Meeting the remaining ten

standards was more difficult for the smal I-school
superintendents, especially the standard which states
that a superintendent may not serve as a building
principal.
Degree of Difficulty in Meeting the Data Collecting and
On-site Review Procedyres of the New Standards
A majority of the superintendents included in the
study (55.4 percent> indicated there would be little or
no difficulty in meeting the new data collecting and
on-site review procedures.

Again, as in many of the
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findings summarized

earlier~

the small-school

superintendents expressed more concern as to the
difficulty of these requirements than did the other two
superintendent groups.
Recent District Program Changes. Planned Action. and
Speclf ic District Timetables for Meeting the New
Standards
The superintendents included lo the study were
asked to attach any plan or ideas or to answer three
questions which requested them to list 1) any changes
that the district had made since the standards were
proposed, 2) the action the district planned to take to
meet the requirements of the standards. and 3) any
specific plan or timetable the district had established
to meet the requirements of the standards.

The hiring

of an elementary guidance counselor was listed as the
most frequent change.

Initiating or planning an

every-day kindergarten program; and developing a
comprehensive health curriculum were also mentioned
frequently.
The superintendents listed a wide variety of
actions that their district planned to take to meet the
requirements of the new standards.

The two actions

most frequently mentioned were 1) study and prepare for
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implementing the every-day kindergarten program and 2>
study and revise the K-12 health curriculum.

The

remodelling or building of facilities for a new
kindergarten program was also listed frequently.
Most of the superintendents who responded to this
question did not have a speclf ic plan or timetable for
meeting the requirements of the new standards. Of the
superintendents that responded to this question, 63
percent stated they would meet the standards by July 1,
1989.
Districts Which Anticipate Reorganization. Cooperative
or Shared Proararos. or Long Range Effects with regard
to Reorganization or Consolidation as a Result of the
New Standards
Three questions were asked of the respondents
which required a yes or no answer regarding their
future projections about school district reorganization
and cooperative program changes.

Nearly all of the

respondents <95.2 percent> indicated they anticipated
no reorganization on their part prior to the
implementation of the new standards July 1, 1989.
Almost three-f lfths of the respondents <58.3 percent>
indicated they were anticipating entering into
cooperative or shared programs with another district
prior to the implementation of the new standards.
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Three-fourths of the smal I-school superintendents (75
percent> anticipated taking that action.
Nearly 40 percent of all the respondents C38.5
percent> and nearly 60 percent of the small-school
superintendents C61.5 percent> reported that they
bel leved there would be long-range effects on their
school district with regard to reorganization or
consolidation as a result of the new standards.

The

percentage of small school districts affected (61.5
percent> was twice as high as the medium and large
schools which were 30 and 22.7 percent, respectively.
In conclusion, the f lndings indicate no immediate
school district reorganization was anticipated by the
respondents, but considerable cooperative and shared
programming was anticipated in the near future.

Over

the long run the superintendents did anticipate a
considerable amount of reorganization and consolidation
as a result of the new standards.
Additional Conments Regarding the Effects of the New
Standards and Interview Information of School
Superintendents
Many of the comments of the small and
medium-school superintendents were negative in tone and
expressed a concern for additional costs. The comments
of the large-school superintendents were more positive
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although they expressed concerns about the financial
effects of all. the new standards and specifically the
kindergarten standard.
The comments of the twelve respondents who were
interviewed provided more Insight Into the overall
effects of the new standards.

In summarizing their

comments. it appeared that they followed the same
pattern as those made by the respondents on the last
question of the survey.

The comments of the four

small-school superintendents were spilt.

Two

superintendents were positive. the other two indicated
that the new standards would affect them greatly In
that their districts would be closing their high
schools ln the next two years.
The medium-school superintendents indicated
considerable concern with higher costs and the lack of
personnel or resources to meet all of the requirements.
They were also concerned for the small school districts
in Iowa as they had neighboring school districts who

were forced to share programs in order to maintain
their programs.

Three of the four large-school

superintendents who were interviewed were positive
about the effects of the new standards.

In conclusion,

the additional comments and interview results correlate
with the results obtained in the survey.

The large-

school superintendents are more positive and less
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concerned as to the dlfflculty of lmplementlng the new
standards whereas the small-school superintendents are
more negative and express more difficulty in meeting
the standards.

The medium-school

superlntendent~s

views fall somewhere in-between.

Conclusions
On the basis of the findings of this study, the
fol lowing conclusions indicate:
1.

The every-day kindergarten standard will have the

greatest impact on the existing school programs.

A

majority of all the respondents <56.6 percent> selected
this standard as having a great impact on the existing
educational programs in their district.

It was also

marked by more of the respondents <55.3 percent) as
having the greatest impact on the existing educational
program in their district.

Nearly all of the

large-school superintendents <91.3 percent) and a
majority of the medium-school superintendents <62.5
percent> agreed that the kindergarten standard would
have a great impact on their district.

Only 21.4

percent of the small-school superintendents thought the
kindergarten standard would have a great impact.
2.

A maJorlty of the superintendents reported that

they believed It would not be overly difficult to meet
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the reauirements of the new eciucatlonal standard=·

A

majority of al 1 the respondents <ranging from 52.9
percent to 91.7> percent reported that there would be
little or no difficulty in meetln9 18 of the 20 new
standards.

The kindergarten standard was the most

difficult standard to meet, especially for the large
and medium-school superintendents.

Establishing

programs for "at-rlsk 11 students was either difficult or
a hardship for 55.8 percent of all the respondents.
The standard which requires a 200-day calendar was
difficult or a hardship for 63.6 percent of the
medium-school superintendents.
3.

Meeting the new standards would be considerablv

more dlfficylt and in many cases a hardship for the
small-school superintendents.

The data indicate that

there was a signif lcant difference on the ANOVA among
the small, medium, and large-school superintendents on
the degree of difficulty in meeting a considerable
number of the standards.

The standard requiring the

establishment of a school health services program, as
well as six of the eleven new curriculum program
standards, all indicated a significant difference with
F values exceeding the .05 probability lo responses as
to the difficulty of meeting the standards.

In six of

seven of those standards, the small-school
superintendents reported more difficulty than did the
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other two superintendent groups.

In many of the other

standards, the small-school superintendents indicated
more difficulty in meeting the requirements of the new
standards than the other two superintendent groups.
The small-school superintendents also reported more
difficulty than the other superintendent groups in
meeting the data collecting and on-site review
procedures of the new standards.

The medium-school

superintendents reported more difficulty than the
large-school superintendents on nearly all of the
standards.
4.

A ma.iority of all three superintendent groups

agreed that the new standards would not have a great
negative impact on the existing school programs in
their districts.

Only a maJority of the large-school

syperlntendents agreed that the standards woyld have a
great positive impact.

On both of these questions

concerning the positive and negative impact of the
standards a significant difference existed on the ANOVA
among the small, medium, and large-school
superintendents.
Nearly sixty percent of the large-school
superintendents <58.3 percent> indicated the standards
would have a great positive impact, whereas nearly
three-fifths of the small-school superintendents (59.3
percent> and nearly one-half <47 percent> of the
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medium-school superintendents disagreed.

The

percentage of large-school superintendents who agreed
that the standards would not have a great negative
impact was significantly higher than that of the smal 1
and medium-school superintendents.
5. The superintendents have already made many program
changes to comply with the newly mandated standards.
The major changes that they have already made involve
1> hiring of elementary guidance counselors, 2>
planning for every-day kindergarten, 3> revising of the
total K-12 health curriculum, and 4> addition of class
offerings to their high school program.

Even though

the data indicate that very few of the respondents did
have specific plans or timetables, 63 percent of the
superintendents stated they would meet the requirements
by July 1, 1989.

The respondents also listed a variety

of actions that they planned to take to meet the
requirements of the new standards ..

In addition to the

kindergarten program, the health curriculum, and hiring
elementary guidance counselors; the most frequently
planned actions were to obtain facilities for the
kindergarten program and to initiate whole grade
sharing or other sharing programs with neighboring
school districts.
6. Superintendents were most concerned aboyt the added
financial costs of the new standards. The
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superintendents dld not view the new standards as
negative in themselves but they believed the impact of
the standards would have a negative effect on their
programs and in some cases their very existence as a
district.

Many of the smal I-school superintendents and

some of the others appeared to be torn between the good
they saw in many of the standards and the devastating
effect the changes would have on their district.

This

concern ls multiplied when added to sagging enrollment
problems, the additional paperwork envisioned with the
many new school board policy requirements, and the fact
that many of the small-school superintendents ace the
only administrator in the district.

The comments by

colleagues from the medium and large schools also
verified the concern of the small-school
superintendent.

The comments of the large-school

superintendents ovecal 1 were much more positive,
although they did voice concern over the need for
facilities and the additional cost for every-day
kindergarten.

State funding to implement the

kindergarten standard as wel 1 as some of the other
standards would soften the financial worries of the
local school districts considerably.
7.The new standards were a ma.ior factor in encouraging
cooperative or shared programs with other districts
prior to the Implementation of the new standards.
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Nearly three of every five respondents (58.3 percent)
reported that they anticipated entering into a
cooperative or shared programs before July 1. 1989.
Three-fourths of the small-school superintendents (75
percent) planned to take that action.
8. The new standards were not a maJor factor with
regard to district reorganization before the
implementation date of the new standards.
Fewer than five percent of all the respondents <4.8
percent) reported that they anticipated reorganizing
with another district prior to July 1, 1989.
9. Many of the respondents (nearly 40 percent) believed
that there would be long-range effects on their school
district with regard to reorganization or consolidation
as a result of the new standards.

This finding was

especially important for the smal I-school
superintendents as more than sixty percent of that
group <61.5 percent) answered

11

Yes 11 to that question.

Five, ten, or fifteen years from now these long-range
effects of the 1987 educational standards will result
lo considerably fewer public school districts across
the state of Iowa.

The toll on the smal 1 school

district will be the heaviest.

The new Iowa state

funding law and other future legislative action may
also play a maJor role lo reducing the total number of
Iowa school districts.
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Recommendations
Based on the conclusions, the fol lowing actions
are recommended:
1.

Pilot programs for every-day kindergarten programs

should be encouraged by the Department of Education and
funded by the legislature prior to the July 1, 1992,
implementation date.
2.

A new physical plant and equipment fund should be

created by the legislature to replace the present site
levy and schoolhouse levy.

Such a fund would al low

school districts to levy up to $1 per $1,000 assessed
valuation without voter approval.

This would grant

school districts the necessary funding to provide the
additional classrooms to implement the new every-day
kindergarten standard.
3.

The new educational standards should be implemented

by al 1 Iowa school districts without delay by July 1,
1989.

The kindergarten standard should also should be

implemented by the July 1, 1992, deadline.
4.

Additional state aid funding should be provided to

school distri.cts to reduce the additional costs of the
new standards.

Consideration for additional funding

for this purpose should be included in the planning of
the new Iowa state aid formula.
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5.

Additional state aid should be earmarked for rural

districts with smal I or thinly-spread enrollments
because of higher transportation costs.
6.

The state legislature should continue to fund and

promote cooperative and shared programs between Iowa
school districts.

Joint district efforts have proved

to be an effective means of district cooperation and
wil I continue to be an impetus for future school
district consolidation and reorganization.
7.

A variety of approaches should be studied as means

to encourage reorganization and consolidation of Iowa's
present school districts.

Pilot programs and

financial incentives to districts who reorganize are
two possible approaches to promote future
reorganization and consolidation of Iowa's smaller
school districts.

Implications for Further Study
The f lndlngs from this study suggest several areas
in which there ls a need for concerted research
efforts.

On the basis of accumulated evidence, the

following research priorities are reconunended:
1.

In view of the increased pressures being exerted

upon education, it is reconunended that future studies
be made concerning the total f lnanclal condition of
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education in Iowa.

Although an economic impact study

was prepared by the Department of Education to
determine the approximate costs of implementing the new
standards; a study to search out alternative approaches
to finance the new standards, as well as bring about
educational changes and better education, would be
valuable.
2.

A study should be made to investigate the effects

of the cooperative and shared programs upon future
school district reorganization and consolidation.

This

type of study or a similar study which would search out
alternatives to facilitate successful school district
reorganization in Iowa, would be helpful.
3.

It is recommended that the views of public school

superintendents be determined and assessed with regard
to the same purposes of this study, but including the
provision that all of the new standards would be
completely implemented and educational changes would be
funded by state revenue.
4.

The small-school superintendents in this survey

indicated much more difficulty in meeting the new
standards than the medium and large-school
superintendents.

In light of this finding, it ls

recommended that a study search for the specific
reasons why such a variance exists.
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5.

An ln-depth study of the long-range effects of the

new educational standards on Iowa school districts with
regard to reorganization and consolidation ls
recorrunended.

Slnce such a large number of the

respondents of thls study believed there would be
long-range effects on their district, such a study
would provide valuable information.
6.

A replication of major phases of this study on a

total state level. including all of the state/s public
school superintendents or a cross-section of the
state/s school board members. would provide a more
in-depth assessment of the impact and effects of the
new educational standards on the school districts of
Iowa.
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Table A-1
Name and Enrollment of Public School Districts Located
in Northeast and North-central Iowa with Student
Populations of fewer than 500 Students, For the
1987-1988 School Year

School District
1
2

3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13

14
15
16

17
18

19
20
21
22

23
24
25

26
27
28
29
30
31

32

33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41

Enrollment

Alden Community School District
Allison-Bristow Community Schools
Andrew Community Schools
Aplington Community Schools
Beaman-Conrad-Liscomb Community Schools
Cal Community Schools
Clarksville Community Schools
Dumont Community Schools
Dunkerton Community Schools
Dysart-Geneseo Community Schools
Fredericksburg Community Schools
Garnavillo Community Schools
Garwin Community Schools
Gladbrook Community Schools
Green Mountain Independent School District
Greene Community Schools
Hubbard Community Schools
Janesville Consolidated School District
Lisbon Community Schools
Mar Mac Community Schools
Meservey-Thornton Community Schools
Midland Community Schools
New Hartford Community Schools
North Winneshiek Community Schools
Norway Community Schools
Olin Consolidated School District
Oxford Junction Consolidated Schools
Plainfield Community Schools
Preston Community Schools
Radcliffe Community Schools
Reinbeck Community Schools
Rockwell-Swaledale Community Schools
Semco Community Schools
Sheff ield-Chapln Community Schools
Shellsburg Community Schools
Steamboat Rock Community Schools
Union Whitten Community Schools
Urbana Community Schools
Ventura Community Schools
Wellsburg Community Schools
West Central Community Schools

431
386
359

400
495

239
443
230
488
429

368
433
237
345

233
390
271
451

465
295

232
458
351

384
334

291
199

299
490

298
415

354
328
380
351

132
212

250
276
233
469
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Table A-2
Name and Enrollment of Public School Districts Located
in Northeast and North-Central Iowa with Student
Populations of 500-999 Students, For the 1987-1988
School Year

School District
l
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43

Enrollment

Ackley-Geneva Community Schools
Alburnett Community Schools
Belle Plaine Community Schools
Central Community Schools
Central City Community Schools
Center Point Consolidated School District
Denver Consolidated Schools
Dike Community Schools
East Buchanan Community Schools
East Central Community Schools
Eastern Allamakee Community Schools
Eldora-New Providence Community Schools
Garnavillo Community Schools
Grundy Center Community Schools
Guttenberg Community Schools
Hudson Community Schools
Jesup Community Schools
L.D.F. Community Schools
La Porte City Community Schools
M.F.L. Community Schools
Maquoketa Valley Community Schools
Mount Vernon Community Schools
Nashua Community Schools
North Central Community Schools
North Linn Community Schools
North Tama Community Schools
Northwood-Kensett Community Schools
Nora Springs-Rock Falls Community Schools
Parkersburg Community Schools
Postville Community Schools
Riceville Community Schools
Rudd-Rockford-Marble Rock Community Schools
St. Ansgar Community Schools
South Winn'eshlek Community Schools
Springville Community Schools
Starmont Community Schools
Sumner Community Schools
Tripoli Community Schools
Turkey Valley Community Schools
Valley Community Schools
Wapsle Valley Community Schools
West Central Community Schools
West Marshall Community Schools

540
697
695
830
542
625
746
571
712
540
573
850
715
639
636
621
897
557
731
746
892
886
593
646
790
583
605
537
529
627
620
714
726
700
504
947
771
545
703
537
832
677
807
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TABLE A-3
Name and Enrollment of Public School Districts Located
in Northeast and North-Central Iowa with Student
Populations of 1000 or more Students, For the 1987-1988
School Year

School District
l
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
II

12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30

Allamakee Community Schools
Anamosa Community Schools
Benton Community Schools
Cedar Falls Community Schools
Cedar Rapids Community Schools
Charles City Community Schools
Clear Lake Community Schools
College Community Schools
Decorah Community Schools
Dubuque Community Schools
Hampton Community Schools
Howard Winneshiek Community Schools
Independence Community Schools
Iowa Falls Community Schools
Linn-Mar Community Schools
Marlon Independent Community Schools
Maquoketa Community Schools
Marshalltown Community Schools
Mason City Community Schools
Monticello Community Schools
New Hampton Community Schools
North Fayette Community Schools
Oelwein Community Schools
Osage Community Schools
South Tama Community Schools
Vinton Community Schools
Waterloo Community Schools
Waverly-Shellrock Community Schools
West Delaware Community Schools
West Dubuque Community Schools

Enrollment
I, 582
l ,3I3

I , 191
4,875
17,348
2,024
1 ,638
2,341
1 ,560
9,495
I , 1 12
l, 425
l. 660
l ,270

2,903
l ,637
l ,665
4,873
4,890
l, 063
1 ,485
1 • 180
l ,605
l • 125
I ,835
1,474
12,584
2, 100
I ,816
3,079
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Apr 1I 11, 1988
Dear Superintendent:
Your assistance is being so11c1ted for a research study concerning
the educational impact of the new Iowa Department of Education
standards upon schools 1n northeast and north-central Iowa. This
study will include al I public school superintendents of districts
within the twenty-five counties which make up the northeast
quarter of the state of Iowa. In addition, approximately ten per
cent of the respondents w11 I be interviewed as part of the study.
The effects of the new standards on present school programs will
be significant and far-reaching. The purpose of this study will
be to assess and determine:
1) the impact on local districts.
2> the anticipated and proposed changes in school
programs.
3) the short and long term implications of the new
standards.
We believe the results of the study will provide insight into the
overal I effects of the new standards on the existing school
programs. Your individual response is extremely important 1f we
are to get an accurate profile of those effects.
Be assured that your individual responses will be held 1n
strictest confidence. We understand that this issue is a serious
concern to many of you. The number on the first page ts merely
for the purpose of sending reminders to those who have not
responded in the given time. Upon retyrn of all gyestionnalres
the list of identification ny!Dbers will be destroved. Upon
completion of the study, results will be made available to you at
your request.
Simply fill in the enclosed card and return if you
would like to receive the results of the study. The card ensures
confidentiality as I wil I be able to destroy the identification
numbers.
This study can be very important to you. It should provide much
needed insight into the impact and effects of the new educational
standards.
Your willingness to participate in this study and prompt return of
the questionnaire will be greatly appreciated.
Please return in the enclosed return envelope by April 25.
Sincerely yours,
M. P. Hel lee, Professor
Educational Administration
Loyola University of Chicago

Thomas J. Wickham, Principal
Western Dubuque Schools
Dyersville, Iowa

GAYLORD F. TRYON, PhD
Executive Director

school administrators of Iowa
REGENCY WEST 5, SUITE 140
4500 WESTOWN PARKWAY
P.O. BOX 65578
WEST DES MOINES, IOWA 50265-0578
(515) 224-3370

April, 1988
Dear Administrator:
There has been considerable debate about the impact of the new minimum
standards as proposed by the State Board of Education.

While a lot of

discussion has taken place on this topic, little effort has been made
to actually gather information as to the impact of the new standards.
Enclosed is a survey instrument designed to elicit feedback from some
of our Iowa administrators on the educational impact of the new standards.
We believe the study is of interest and urge you to consider responding
to this questionnaire.
Respectfully,

~~T
Gaylord Tryon

Executive Director
GT:pj

•
8'11: serving all of Iowa's educational administrators
Affiliated with American Association ot School Administrators
National Association ot Elementary School Principals
National Association ot Secondary School Principals

Members of the Board
Gerald Glawe
Jerrill Kolker
Gary Kregel
Helene Kuempel
Harlan Meyer

Gary Kregel. President
Gerald Glawe. Vice President
Joan Walke. Secretary
Gary Clefisch. Business Manager

6'utttnhtrg Q!ommlttlitg 8'c4nnls
DR. JAMES E. PASUT, SUPERINTENDENT

GUTTENBERG, IOWA 52052
Telephone: (319) 252·2341

Aoril, 1988
Dear Administrator
Rural Schools of Iowa, Inc., an orqanization of 90
schools with enrollments under 1,000 students have
real concerns about the economic im~act of the
implementation of the minimum standards for the
school year beginning July 1, 1989.
The survey instrument enclosed if completed by all
school participants would provide an indication of
the educational, economical, and social impact of
the enactment of the educational standards for the
schools of Iowa.
Our organization urges you to cooperate in the study
as we feel it would be beneficial to education in Iowa
and an interest ta educators, board members, legislators,
and state officials.
Sincerely

(}_Ante~

e.

~-

c:l':e-s E. Pasut, Member
Board of Directors-Rural Schools of Iowa
Northeast Iowa Chairman
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Part A.
Personal and Dlstrlct Data
1.

What ls the enrollment of your district?

2.

How many years have you been a superintendent?

3.

How many years have you been a superintendent in your
present district?

4.

Do you presently serve as a principal in addition to
your role as superintendent? Yes
No~~-

If your answer to question #4 was no, skip question #5.
5.

If yes, circle the level of prlnclpal you are.
a. Elementary
b. Middle or Junlor high school
c. High school
d. Other, please specify ~~~~~~~~~
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Part B.
Directions: Indicate your agreement or disagreement by
responding to the following scale used below:
1-Strongly agree
<SA>
2-Agree
CA)
3-Undeclded
CU>
4-Disagree
(0)
5-Strongly disagree <SD>
1.

Indicate your agreement or disagreement.
The new educational standards will have a
great positive impact on the existing
SA A u D SD
school program ln your district.
1 2 3 4 5

2.

Indicate your agreement or disagreement.
The new educational standards will have a
great negative Impact on the existing
SA A u D SD
school program in your district.
1 2 3 4 5

3. Indicate which of the new educational standards l lsted

below will have a great impact on the
educational program in your district.

~~1flltlog

a. On the left Side, circle the corresponding
letter of the standards which you feel will have a
great impact on your district.
b. On the right side. place an x next to the three
educational standards that you feel will have the
greatest impact on your existing educational program
<mark 3 total not 3 per category>.
School board policies concerning:
a. Adoption of a performance evaluation process
b. Adoption of needs assessment policy, plans and
goals
c. Adoption of instructional time-on-task auditing
d. Adoption of student responsibility and dlsclpllne
procedures
e. Curriculum development, implementation and evaluation of the curriculum, and monitoring of the
school program
t. Establishment and operation of a school health
services program
New programs to meet stydent needs:
g. Gifted and talented program
h. Program for •at-risk" students
i. Guidance program with certificated staff for
grades K-12
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New curriculum program requirements:
j. Every day kindergarten <begins ln 1992>
k. 200 day school calendar
1. 5 1/2 hour instructional day
m. District media services program with certificated media specialists in each attendance center
n. Instructional programs of current technologies
o. Minimum of 41 high school units of study
p. Four years of a foreign language
q. Ten units of vocational education
r. Health. physical education, and fine arts
s. Global education
t. Superintendent may not serve as a building
principal
4. The new educational standards may be a challenge for your
district or some districts. How much diff lculty do you feel your
district will have in meeting these standards.

School board policies concernlna:
a. Adoption of a performance evaluation
process
1
b. Adoption of needs assessment policy and
goals
c. Adoption of instructional time-on-task
auditing
d. Adoption of student responsibility and
1
discipline procedures
e. Curriculum development, Implementation and
evaluation of the curriculum, and monitoring
of the school program
1
£. Establishment and operation of a school
health services program
l
PCQaram= tg m~~t atudlot nccaa:
g. Gifted and talented program
h. Program for "at-riskM students
i. Guidance program with certificated staff
for grades K-12

2

3

4

5

2

3

4

5

2

3

4

5

2

3

4

5

2

3

4

5

1

2

1

2

3
3

4
4

5
5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

~c~

New curricylym program regylcements:
j. Every day kindergarten (begins in 1992>
k. 200 day school calendar
l • A 5 li2 hour instructional day
m. A district media services program with
certificated media specialists in each
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attendance center
n. Instructional programs for current
technologies
o. 'A minimum of 41 high school units of study
p. Four years of a foreign language
q. Ten units of vocational education
r. Health, physical education, and fine arts
s. Global education program
t. Superintendent may not serve as a buildlng principal

5. The data collecting and on-site review
procedures of the new educational standards
will also be new. How much difficulty do you
feel your district will have in meeting these
procedures.

1

2

3

4

5

3
3

4
4

5
5

1

2

1

2

1

2

1

1

2
2

3
3
3

4
4

5
5
5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

4

For any of the following questions, feel tree to attach any plan
or ideas instead of answering below.
6. List below any changes that your district has made since the
new educational standards were proposed in order to meet the
requirements of the new educational standards.

7. List below the actioncs> your district plans to take to meet
the requirements of the new educational standards.

8. List below any specif lc plan or time table your district has
established to meet the requirements of the educational standards.

9. Do you anticipate your district reorganizing with another
dlstrict<s> prior to the implementation of the new educational
standards?
Yes_ _ No_
10. Do you anticipate your district entering into a cooperative
or shared program with another districtCs) prior to the
implementation of the new educational standards?
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Yes_ _ No_ _
If your answer to. question #10 was

•yes,~

please answer #11 & #12.

11. List below the district(s) with whom you plan to share
programs.

12. List the program<s> your district will share with other
distr1ctCs).

13. Do you anticipate any long range effects on your district with
regard to reorganization or consolidation as a result of the new
educat iona I standards? Yes__ No._ __

If your answer to question #13 was uyes," please answer #14.
14. List the changes you anticipate.

15. Please add any additional camients you might have regarding
the effects of the new educational standards on your school
district.

Please return in the enclosed self-addressed return envelope by
Apr l l 19, 1988.
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